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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF COMPUTER-BASED METACOGNITIVE STRATEGY
TRAINING FOR ADULT SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNERS

Heidi D. Hyte
Department of Linguistics and English Language
Master of Arts

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of a metacognitive
language learning strategy training program that was implemented into computer-assisted
language learning (CALL) software on second language learners' independent use of
metacognition and language learning strategies (LLS). Questions under investigation
included what effect this metacognitive training had on learners' independent use of
metacognition, the differences in use of metacognitive strategies between fast and slow
language learners, and the effect of learners' perceptions of metacognition on their use of
LLS and specific metacognitive strategies.
The subjects included 239 missionaries learning Spanish as a second language at
the Missionary Training Center (MTC) in Provo, Utah where the learners experienced a
rigorous, two-month language training program in their second language. The

missionaries were randomly assigned to either the experimental group, which consisted
of 120 missionaries, or control group, composed of 119 missionaries.
Both groups received exposure to CALL training to supplement their classroom
language instruction. The experimental group, however, received a metacognitive
training intervention integrated into their CALL instruction. This metacognitive routine
was programmed to randomly appear more frequently towards the beginning of their
MTC training, and then taper off until after six weeks of training when they received no
more exposure. The subjects were then given a questionnaire that asked them to respond
to how often they used the prescribed metacognitive strategies in their language learning.
An additional measure of their frequency of use of language learning strategies was also
administered as a pre- and post-test to determine the effects of the intervention. The
control group was also given these measures to determine differences in scores between
groups. Learner ability scores were obtained by averaging a teacher ranking score
assigned by each of the learners' three teachers and classifying learners into fast and slow
learners. This ability score was then used as a variable to determine the effect of learner
ability on independent use of metacognition.
Results indicate that there was a significant difference between learners' exposure
to the metacognitive process on CALL and their use of listening strategies, although
significant differences did not occur within other strategy categories, nor did they occur
between learners' pre- and post-test scores of the language learning strategy
questionnaire. Significant differences were found between the amount of time learners
spent using the metacognitive intervention on CALL and their use of the metacognitive
process. Learners who spent less time on the metacognitive training on CALL report

using metacognitive strategies independent of the computer promptings more often than
learners who spent more time on the screens. Data suggest that learner ability,
operationalized in this study as distinguishing between fast versus slow learners, overall
did not produce significant differences in LLS use, with the exception of speaking
strategies. In addition, fast learners did not show evidence of greater use of
metacognition in comparison to slow learners. Rather, the control group as a whole
reported using metacognitive strategies more often than did the experimental group. This
suggests that the metacognitive training produced increased awareness of learning,
enabling learners in the experimental group to more accurately report their use of LLS
and metacognition. Results of this study also indicate that learners' perceptions of the
importance and helpfulness of metacognition in their language learning are significantly
affected by the learners' degree of use of the metacognitive intervention.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
A language learner sits at a computer engaged in a language learning task. A
screen appears and asks the learner, "What am I trying to accomplish?" The screen
contains eight buttons each labeled with a different language task that correlates with
activities in the computer software. The learner clicks on the button that corresponds
with the nature of the language task he is presently working on.
The second screen of the sequence appears and asks, "What strategy am I using?'
This screen contains a list in the form of checkboxes of possible strategies appropriate for
use while carrying out this language task. The learner then checks all the strategies on
the list he is currently using to complete the language task.
A third screen appears that asks, "How well is it [the strategy] working?" Each
strategy the learner checked on the previous screen appears one at a time, asking the
learner to indicate how well each of these strategies he is using are assisting him in
learning the language task by clicking on one of three buttons. These buttons provide
three options and are labeled as follows: 1) "It's working very well; I'm able to
accomplish the task with minimal difficulty"; 2) "It's working OK. I'm able to
accomplish the task with some difficulty"; and 3) "It's really not working very well. I'm
having a difficult time accomplishing the task."
After clicking the button indicating how each strategy is working, the final screen
in the four-screen sequence appears and asks, "What else could I do?" This screen
contains another checklist of strategies, and the learner then checks off additional
strategies he could apply while learning the language. After clicking on the exit button,
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his learning session on the computer software program resumes providing the learner
with an opportunity to apply the strategies in context of the current learning task on the
screen.
This scenario illustrates a metacognitive process that can be used to regulate and
oversee the learning process. This four-part sequence, coined the "ASWE" process
(Appendix H), was developed by a research team at the MTC and Dr. Neil Anderson of
Brigham Young University. The "ASWE" acronym is composed of the first letter of a
keyword in each of the four questions in the metacognitive routine ("Accomplish,"
"Strategy," "Working," and "Else"). The concept is presented to learners in context of
the idea that the process is a tool to help them to improve their language learning
effectiveness. Thus, they "sharpen" their learning effectiveness as they are learning the
language when they use "ASWE." This notion is presented to learners in the form of the
adage, "Sharpening ASWE Saw" (see Appendix G). It was created for the purpose of
being used by language learners at the Missionary Training Center (MTC) in Provo,
Utah, with the intent to encourage, promote, and develop self-directed, autonomous
learning. It is a conscious, self-regulated process learners use to plan, monitor, and
evaluate their use of language learning strategies while learning a second or foreign
language. This metacognitive routine develops learners' awareness of the nature of the
learning task, and regulates the strategies one is using to successfully learn and
accomplish the task (MTC, 2001).
Context of the Problem
The MTC is one of the largest language instruction institutions in the world.
Missionaries for the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, primarily between the
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ages of 19 and 21, volunteer a year-and-a-half to two years to perform missionary service
in various parts of the world according to the location where they are assigned to labor.
Many of these assignments are international in nature, and require these missionaries to
learn the language particular to their assigned area. Missionaries come to the MTC for an
intense language learning program before departing to various parts of the world where
they are expected to labor and function in the language.
A primary goal of language training at the MTC is to promote self-directed
learning. The nature of the training program at the MTC necessitates such a goal because
language learners enter the language institution for a brief, but rigorous, eight to 10-week
tenure before departing to different parts of the world where their target language is
spoken. Language learners are expected to acquire enough functionality in the language
by the time they leave the MTC, so that they are capable of performing necessary
language tasks and interacting with native speakers with relative ease. The design of the
MTC is not to produce fluent speakers in the language in 8 to 10 weeks. Rather, it is
anticipated that learners will be able to continue their learning process independently in
the field and acquirefluencywithout a formal classroom setting or instructor to facilitate
their language learning progress.
The need for missionaries to develop the ability to learn independently illustrates
the necessity of providing language training that promotes self-directed, autonomous
learning that can be carried out even after formal classroom instruction. The question,
then, arises, what can be done in language training to assist learners in becoming more
self-directed in their language learning approach? Research suggests that language
learning strategies (LLS) assist in the promotion of self-directed learning, and their
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appropriate use results in increased language success and increased motivation of
language learners (Garner, 1987; Oxford, 1990; Wenden, 1998). Vandergrift (1999)
asserts that language learning strategies are ''useful tools for students because they open
up more reliable and less frustrating routes to language learning success" (p. 174).
However, learners require training in language learning strategies in order to be
successful.
Statement of the Problem
While it is evident in current research that language learning strategies assist in
the language learning process, it is less certain as to whether language learners are
equipped with the knowledge of how to use them effectively to help them self-direct their
language learning process unless they receive exphcit strategy instruction. O'Malley and
Chamot (1990) assert that language learners oftentimes are not instructed sufficiently in
language learning strategies to enable them to use them effectively. In addition, learners
who are aware of strategies may not know how to apply them appropriately (Chamot &
Kupper, 1989; Oxford, 1990).
A need exists, then, to provide strategy instruction embedded into the language
training program that provides exposure to these strategies in a way that is conscious,
explicit, and thorough so that the language learners can develop a habitual awareness of
the strategies. In addition, they need to have opportunities to practice and apply
strategies in order to develop a repertoire of strategies to pull from, and to learn which
strategies work well for them so that they may apply these strategies appropriately and
independently to assist in their individual language learning process. In analysis of
effective language learning strategy training, it is proposed that language learning
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strategies be instructed in the following ways: 1) in context of language tasks (Cohen,
1998); 2) controlled and regular to promote opportunities to develop habitual use of
strategies independently (MTC, 2001); and 3) provide plenty of opportunities to practice
and apply strategies successfully, so that the learners will be motivated to apply strategies
again independently (Wenden, 1998).
While current research addresses the effectiveness of language learning strategies
on the language learning process, Weaver and Cohen (1994) suggest that no particular
method of how to instruct learners in strategies has been identified as most effective.
Several methods have been suggested to instruct learners in strategy use; however, few
researchers have addressed the effects of using technology to promote self-directed
learning, metacognition, and to improve the language learning experience. Liou (2000)
invokes the need to design software that is personalized to learners' needs. With the idea
that strategy training can be programmed into the computer software (p. 70) and
integrated within language tasks, further research is needed to assist in the relevant design
of strategy instruction which will promote metacognition and learner autonomy. In
addition, further research is needed to define the effectiveness of strategy training using
computer technology, and how the use of computers may enhance the learning process.
Rationale for the Study
Data gathered from this research will contribute to current research by providing a
foundation for further investigation of the effective use of educational technology in
language learning programs. Using computers to promote metacognition and selfdirected learning is effective and promising. Considerations of advantages of using
educational technology assist in the future development of computer courseware that is
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personalized, reliable, and effective in promoting metacognition and self-directed
learning which result in motivated, independent language learners. As education is
becoming more technologically inclusive, this research is not only important, but
necessary to better meet the needs of heterogeneous learners in an intellectually
expanding world.
Definition of Key Terms
•

Language Learning Strategies: Oxford (1990) defines language learning
strategies (LLS) as conscious steps taken by the learner to enhance the language
learning process.

•

Metacognition: Coined by Flavell (1979), metacognition is an awareness of one's
own knowledge, and thinking about the learning process. It is the conscious
selection of strategies that allow a learner to monitor and evaluate the learning
process to achieve a learning goal. Specifically, it is learners' awareness as to
how they are learning. It is considered the highest level of thinking.

•

Metacognitive strategies: Strategies used during the learning process such as
planning, monitoring, and evaluating. They oversee or regulate the learning
process.

•

Strategy training: This includes instructing language learners in strategies with
the intent of assisting learners with an increased repertoire of strategies, as well as
how to apply strategies effectively and appropriately to achieve learning success.

Self-directed learning: This is achieved when learners are able to direct their
learning process and develop autonomy (e.g., acquire the ability to learn
independently and continue the learning process in the absence of an instructor or
formal classroom setting).
Motivation in language learning: In the context discussed in this study, this term
relates to the independent and voluntary use of language learning strategies with
the belief that using them will assist in achieving success in learning the language.
Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL)/Educational Technology: These
terms are used interchangeably to refer to the use of computer technology in the
instruction and learning of a second or foreign language.
Technology-assisted Language Learning (TALL): The name of the specific
CALL software currently employed at the Missionary Training Center (MTC) in
Provo, Utah to supplement missionaries' classroom language instruction. The
metacognitive strategy training treatment that was implemented in this study was
integrated into this particular software and was developed exclusively for use at
the MTC.
ASWE: This acronym stands for a four-question sequence that promotes
metacognition. These four questions are: 1) What am I trying to Accomplish? 2)
What Strategy am I using? 3) How well is it Working? and 4) What Else could I
do? The first letter of a keyword in each question makes up the "ASWE"
acronym. These questions promote the self-monitoring and evaluating of LLS to
self-direct the learning process.
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Research Questions
In order to effectively discover the correlation between strategy use and selfdirected learning, the following research questions will be addressed:
1) To what extent does exposure to the metacognitive process on the computer
promote independent, self-directed use of metacognitive strategies?
2) Do differences between slow and fast learners predict how often these
different learners use language learning strategies and ASWE?
3) Do learners' perceptions about ASWE affect their independent use of
metacognition?
Delimitations of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate how exposure to a metacognitive
strategy process on the computer influences learners' independent use of language
learning strategies. Because this study is quasi-experimental in nature and performed
in context of the MTC, some delimitations exist and are discussed below.
1) The subjects are missionaries for the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
who volunteer a year-and-a-half to two years to do missionary service. Their
purpose is the same, that of teaching the gospel and performing related missionary
service activities. Because they tend to attribute much of their success to the
spiritual help and guidance they receive, this sampling has some unique
characteristics. They do, however, represent a diverse group of second language
learners with various learner characteristics.
2) This study investigates the learners' language learning experience during the
MTC training experience only (a period of eight weeks) and does not extend past
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this time period of instruction. The researcher will not be gathering data from
participants once they have left the MTC.
3) The software used in this study is designed to instruct native English speakers
learning Spanish as a second language. The metacognitive routine is programmed
to be compatible with the technology-assisted language learning (TALL) software
developed for use in the specific context of the MTC, and is not intended to be
transferred to or compatible with other software packages in its current form.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
As research has diverted from a principal focus on the teacher to an expanded
focus on the learner, the quest to discover what generates effective language learners'
success is under investigation. Research and theory indicate that successful language
learners are 1) highly motivated (Okada, Oxford, & Abo, 1996; Scarcella & Oxford,
1992), 2) self-directed (Rubin, 1987), and 3) use language learning strategies (O'Malley
& Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). While each of these tenets characterize successful
learners, the latter, using language learning strategies, is of particular salience as it acts as
the propelling force behind learners' motivation and self-direction. As learners are made
aware of learning strategies and intentionally employ them in their learning experience,
then recognize a correlation between strategy use and their success, and owe this success
in learning to their use of strategies, they develop increased motivation to use strategies
again (Wenden, 1998). Such awareness of their learning process is known as
metacognition, which allows for conscious planning, monitoring, and evaluation of
strategy use and facilitates self-directed learning. Thus, language learning strategies are
important not only in that they are instrumental in improving learners' academic
accomplishments, but also in increasing motivation and promoting self-directed learning.
Strategy use has proven effective for successful learners. But less successful
learners, whose small repertoire of strategies limits their ability to engage in successful
application of learning strategies, benefit from explicit strategy training. Such training
can potentially compensate for a deficiency in language learning strategy knowledge and
use as students are made aware of strategies and provided opportunities to practice
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applying them. A problem, however, exists in learners' insufficient or ineffective
strategy instruction. Thus arises the need for a controlled environment where learners are
exposed to strategies, instructed in how to use them, and provided plenty of opportunities
to personalize strategies that appropriately match their learning styles in a variety of
language learning tasks as they engage in self-directed learning.
Liou (2000) suggests that an effective method to employ in accomplishing these
objectives is the use of Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL) software. The
nature of individualized student-to-computer interaction promotes self-directed learning
as learners are provided an opportunity to develop planning, self-monitoring, and
evaluation skills of strategy use that are personalized to the autonomous learner. In
addition, CALL has been shown to provide an effective learning environment that
increases learners' motivation to use strategies (Zheng, 1999). Another attractive feature
of CALL is that it provides an effective method of evaluating metacognitive strategies to
provide further insights into the effectiveness of using such strategies (Liou, 2000).
The intent of this chapter is to review literature that explains the significance of
employing technology to promote strategy use and self-directed learning. To provide a
framework for making such a claim, this literature review will first discuss language
learning strategies and metacognition, and provide support for the significance of using
such strategies to enhance the language learning process. A discussion of strategy
training and the objective to produce self-directed learners will follow. Finally, this
chapter will discuss advantages of using computers to enhance the use of metacognitive
strategies and promote self-directed learning, as well as explain why computers are an
attractive method for data collection of metacognitive strategy use. In conclusion, the
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researcher will offer implications for the future development of CALL software with the
intended purpose of promoting self-directed learning while engaging in metacognitive
strategy use.
Language Learning Strategies
Research and theory suggest that the use of language learning strategies improves
proficiency and enhances the acquisition of learning a second or foreign language
(Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1996; Cohen, Weaver, & Tao, 1995; Yang,
1996). The use of strategies facilitates the language learning process and distinguishes
successful learners from less successful ones (O' Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford,
1990; Wenden 1987). Language learning strategies are defined by Rebecca Oxford
(1990) as "steps taken by students to enhance their own learning" (p. 1). Cohen (1998)
defines language learning strategies as "the conscious thoughts and behavior used by
learners with the explicit goal of improving their knowledge and understanding of a
target language" (p. 68). Oxford and Ehrman (1995) attest that "both frequent use of
strategies and use of a variety of strategies are common in successful learners who tend to
develop a combination of strategies suitable for their individual learning styles" (p. 362).
Although researchers have categorized learning strategies in several different
ways, the categorization offered by O'Malley and Chamot (1990) is widely accepted.
They classify learning strategies into three categories: 1) Affective/Social strategies,
which include the social and emotional considerations of learning; 2) Cognitive
strategies, which relate to "the steps or operations used in problem-solving that require
direct analysis, transformation or synthesis of learning materials" (Rubin, 1987, p. 23);
and 3) Metacognitive strategies, which oversee the learning process through self-
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regulating operations such as planning, monitoring, and evaluating. Research has
indicated that metacognitive strategy use is characteristic of successful learners, as such
strategies tend to require the highest level of thinking in comparison with the others
(Oxford, 1990). Further discussion of metacognition is needed to support this view.
Metacognition
One of the characteristics of a successful language learner is the individual's
ability to remain constantly aware of his or her learning process. This is known as
metacognition. Flavell (1979), who coined the term, defines metacognition as any
knowledge or activity that regulates a learning process. Anderson and Vandergrift (1996)
refer to the metacognitive process as reflecting on "what he or she is thinking about or
doing while engaged in a task . . . which can lead to improved performance in the
development of language skills" (p. 3). Vandergrift (1998) states that "metacognitive
strategies are important because they oversee, regulate, or direct the language learning
process. These strategies, which involve thinking about the learning process, include
planning, monitoring, and evaluating" (p. 170). Wenden (1998) defines planning as
using strategies such as "clarifying needs, goal setting, prioritizing goals, setting
objectives, [and] defining content and progression" (p. 529). She further describes
monitoring as "keeping track of how the learning process is going and taking appropriate
measures to deal with difficulties that interfere with the process" (p. 525). Evaluating is
determining the effectiveness of strategies used according to whether language learning
activities led to the learning goals, and if not, why. Metacognition, as it relates to
language learning, deals with the learners being aware of the strategies they are using,
and monitoring the progress and success of their learning while using these strategies.
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Successful learners often apply metacognitive strategies. In fact, the use of metacognitive
strategies distinguishes successful learners from less successful learners (Oxford, 1993).
Research affirms that the effective use of metacognitive strategies leads to
effective language learning. Studies demonstrate that students who use metacognitive
strategies tend to learn the language more proficiently and effectively than language
learners who do not (Van Aaken, 1999; Vandergrift, 1999; Zheng, 1998). O'Malley and
Chamot (1990) found that a group of intermediate high school ESL students instructed in
metacognitive strategies outperformed a group trained in cognitive strategies in three out
of four post-tests in academic listening administered after strategy training. O'Malley
and Chamot further demonstrate the important role metacognition plays in the learning
process when they assert that "students without metacognitive approaches are essentially
learners without direction or opportunity to plan their learning, monitor their progress, or
review their accomplishments and further learning direction" (p. 8). Studies which have
shown that the successful use of metacognitive strategies enhance the language learning
process imply the need for further investigation of how to effectively instruct students in
metacognitive strategies, and how to effectively encourage independent learners to use
them to promote adaptive, self-directed learning.
Strategy Training
The established idea that language learning strategies prove effective in the
language learning process proposes the significant need for language learning strategy
instruction. Specifically, learners need to be provided opportunities to engage in
metacognitive strategies. Cohen (1998) suggests that "strategy training can . . . be used
to help learners achieve learner autonomy as well as linguistic autonomy" (p. 70).
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While it is evident that students benefit from an explicit discussion of strategies
(Okada, Oxford, & Abo, 1996), students are not often made aware of language learning
strategies in the classroom and how to use them effectively (Oxford & Crookall, 1989).
Learners' inadequate exposure to such language learning strategies results in a deficit of
knowledge of what strategies to use and appropriately apply to enhance their language
learning experience (Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Oxford, 1990). Language learners do not
often inherently have a large repertoire of strategies from which to pull and deploy while
engaged in their language learning process (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). In addition,
learners need time to discover which strategies effectively match their individual learning
styles (Oxford & Ehrman, 1995).
It is encouraging, however, to note that learners can be trained to use strategies.
Not all strategy training is effective (Liou, 1995; McDonough, 1995) in that learners are
insufficiently instructed in how to use them effectively, and thus yield inefficacious
results. Garner (1997), however, indicates that effective strategy training is achievable
when strategies are integrated in the curriculum, as well as explicitly instructed in how to
"employ, monitor, check, and evaluate" the strategies (p. 23). Oxford (1996) asserts that
learners can improve their ability to learn a language by receiving explicit strategy
instruction. Language learners need training that provides exposure to the strategies,
allows opportunities to try out a variety of strategies in the context of language
instruction, and experience positive effects that they associate with the use of language
learning strategies.
Strategy training, defined by Cohen (1998) as "explicitly teaching students how to
apply language learning and language use strategies" (p. 67) yields more effective results
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when integrated into the language lessons rather than separate strategy training. Strategy
training is important in providing exposure to a variety of strategies. It should provide
plenty of practice and the application of a variety of strategies to allow learners to
discover which strategies work best for them (Rubin, 1987). Such opportunities to
practice applying strategies in the context of language instruction will help them to
independently learn how to appropriately apply strategies to produce effective
experiences during the language learning process. Cohen (1998) suggests that the
teacher, then, serves as a diagnostician, a coach, and a coordinator to the language
learners' learning program. According to Cohen, the shift in this focus of language
instruction, from a focus on the teacher to a focus on meeting the individual needs of the
learners, has changed the philosophy of foreign language instruction to a more
"interactive and communicative, less static and teacher-centered" foreign language
classroom (1998, p. 66). He further supports the need of focusing on students to promote
greater student autonomy when he states that "strategy training is intended to help
students explore ways that they can learn the target language more effectively, as well as
to encourage students to self-evaluate and self-direct their learning" (p. 69).
While it is expected that strategy training will assist learners in effectively
learning the language, the objective of strategy training is to promote more self-directed,
autonomous learners—to raise learners' awareness of their abilities and responsibilities to
regulate their individual learning process (Rubin, 1987). Cohen (1998) asserts that
learning is facilitated when students are explicitly trained to "become more aware of and
proficient in the use of a broad range of strategies that can be utilized throughout the
language learning process" (p. 66). Further, he states that if learners are provided the
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necessary tools, the students can improve their own learning. Thus, students become
more self-directed learners as they learn to choose strategies that match their preferred
learning styles and appropriately apply them during their language learning experience.
Such self-directed learning is facilitated through the use of metacognitive strategies. This
is supported by Wenden (1998) when she states that the deployment of [metacognitive
strategies] in learning is referred to as . . . self-direction" (p. 519).
While it is important to not neglect the significant and effective role of an
instructor in promoting self-directed learning (Barnett, 1993, Hubbard, 2002), instructors
can provide the necessary introduction to such strategies, and encourage the use of such
strategies outside the classroom.
Metacognitive Awareness Training
Instructors also have the potential to assist learners in increasing their awareness
of their second language abilities. Instruction in language learning strategies, as it assists
in the development of increased awareness of one's learning, also has the capability of
providing students with increased awareness of actual performance.
Metacognition is a difficult construct to measure. Researchers often rely on
learners' self-report to assess metacognition. Problems exist, however, in the validity of
self-reporting methods. This is demonstrated in a study conducted by Kruger and
Dunning (1999) which suggests that learners are unable to accurately measure their
performance because they inherently lack the skills to do so.
The subjects in the study conducted by Kruger and Dunning (1999) participated in
four tests. After taking each test, the subjects were asked to rate themselves on their
perceived ability to effectively accomplish the tasks, as well as their perceived test
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scores. The researchers found that there was a discrepancy between subjects' perceived
ability and their actual performance. Subjects who performed lower on the test rated
themselves higher than the actual test scores indicated. The subjects who performed
higher on the tests, however, rated themselves lower than their actual performance. With
metacognitive training, however, the gap between the learners' actual performance and
perceived performance was reduced.
The results of their study suggest that learners are unskilled in their ability to
accurately assess their abilities and performance and are an unreliable in self-assessment
of linguistic ability. Lower level learners tend to inflate their scores, while higher level
achievers understate their abilities. Metacognitive training, however, equips learners
with the skills to more accurately assess their performance as suggested by Kruger and
Dunning as a result of their study.
These results indicate the relevance of instructing learners in metacognitive
training as a means to increase their ability to more accurately assess and evaluate their
language abilities. With this increased awareness of how learners are doing in their
language training, learners are more able to accurately self-direct their language learning
process.
This awareness training can be accomplished by training language learners in
language learning strategies, and providing learners opportunities to monitor, evaluate,
and self-direct their language learning process.
Self-directed Learning
A necessary component of a learner's effective execution of strategies is his or
her ability to be self-directed in the learning process. Successful learners are self-directed
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learners because they are capable of continuing their learning experience outside the
classroom without an instructor immediately before them (Borkowski, 1992). A learner's
language development continues even after the language class ends as he or she applies
metacognitive strategies to experiences that facilitate language learning (Rubin, 1987).
Such self-directed learning is of particular importance for learners who learn the target
language in preparation for future tenure in the country where that language is spoken
such as in the context of the Missionary Training Center (MTC) mentioned in Chapter 1.
After leaving the MTC, language learners receive no formal language instruction, but
instead are paired with a companion who has been in the host country longer and is
usually more proficient in the language. In this context, it is crucial that language
learners continually improve language learning independently, drawing upon previously
acquired language learning skills and strategies since the learners are left without formal
class instruction. Thus, the importance of encouraging self-directed learning provides
significance to the instruction of metacognitive strategies that assist in promoting selfdirected learning and motivation to use these strategies autonomously. Further, learners
need to be given many opportunities to apply these strategies in an effort to provide them
with successful experiences using these strategies. Learning success obtained by using
language learning strategies will potentially increase learners' level of motivation to
apply these strategies again independently.
Role of Motivation
Motivation is claimed to be one of the most telling factors in achieving success in
a second or foreign language (Oxford & Shearin, 1996). Motivation is an important
variable that determines self-directed learners' intentional use of language learning
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strategies (Okada, Oxford, & Abo, 1996; Oxford & Ehrman, 1995; Wenden, 1998). In
the context of this study, motivation is defined as the voluntary and conscious use of
language learning strategies to self-direct the learning process. Oxford and Shearin
(1996) assert that motivation "determines the extent of active personal involvement in
foreign or second language learning" (p. 121). They further assert that motivation
directly influences how often learners access and use language learning strategies. Van
Aacken (1999) found that when metacognitive strategies were used when learning Kanji,
the learners' level of motivation to use strategies again was increased. As learners were
successful through the use of strategies, they would use the strategies intentionally again,
thus becoming more motivated. This process developed a more self-directed learning
experience as the learners strategically engaged in metacognitive strategies such as
planning, monitoring, and evaluating their learning experience. Such behavior breeds
self-directed learners.
Not only does metacognition increase learners' motivation to continue engaging
in a metacognitive process, but motivated learners use more metacognitive strategies.
Oxford (1996) states that "learners with a strong will to pursue their goals would no
doubt be active in planning, organizing, and evaluating their own study (p. 118).
Motivated learners tend to use metacognitive strategies in particular (Van Aacken, 1999;
Vandergrift, 1998; Wenden, 1998).
This aforementioned claim is further supported by Okada, Oxford, and Abo
(1996) in a study they conducted to determine the effect of motivation on strategy use
when learning two languages of varying difficulty. Two questionnaires were used to
obtain data: one that measured strategy use and another that measured learners' level of
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motivation. Seventy-two native English speaking students studying Japanese and
Spanish on the college level participated in the study. After quantifying the students'
responses, the researchers concluded that Japanese language learners were more
motivated learners, and used more metacognitive strategies than the Spanish language
learners. They suggest that motivated learners tend to use a wider variety of strategies
more often, and in this context, use more metacognitive strategies. The researchers
conclude that it is important to engage learners in activities that enhance their motivation,
such as activities that facilitate the use of language learning strategies.
As motivation provides effectual results in the language learning experience,
attention should be given to strategy instruction which facilitates motivating learning
experiences; however, an expanded focus on even the context and environment in which
learners are exposed to language learning should be taken into consideration to facilitate
motivation from every angle. A motivating, stimulating environment in which to learn is
the use of Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL), or educational technology.
Zheng (1998) found that the use of educational technology increased learners'
motivation, as well as increased their use of strategies and level of academic
achievement. Further discussion of the effective use of CALL is needed to demonstrate
credibility to this claim. In addition, CALL provides an effective way to gather data
(Cohen & Scott, 1996; Liou, 2000). These two tenets, strategy exposure and data
collection of metacognitive strategy use, will be further discussed in relation to CALL.
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Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL)
Strategy Exposure
As the need has developed to encourage self-directed learning in a
metacognitively stimulating environment, CALL provides a controlled environment to
supply language learners with proper exposure to strategies which facilitate
metacognition and learner autonomy. Specifically, the use of hypermedia, where learners
have the ability to access different nodes or levels of information in a non-linear fashion,
displays encouraging effects in facilitating a self-directed learning experience. Yang
(1996) believes that hypermedia is a promising tool in an educational environment as it
allows learners to take control of their own learning, provides users with almost full
control over the learning situation, and allows the learners to guide their own learning.
While it should be addressed that some software programs are very controlled and do not
allow for such a capability to self-direct the learning process, the potential of CALL to
facilitate self-directed learning is emphasized. Research, such as a qualitative evaluation
performed by Zheng (1998), supports the idea that technology produces metacognitive
awareness and promotes self-directed learning.
Zheng (1998) studied the effects of using CALL to improve ESL learners'
metacognition, motivation, and academic achievement. The subjects were from two
Universities: Baylor University of Texas, USA, and Fudan University of People's
Republic of China. The participants were either pre-college students enrolled in an ESL
program at Baylor University, college students of Fudan University, or graduate students
of Baylor University, and came from various cultural backgrounds. The pre-college
students received traditional lecture training with no exposure to CALL. The second

group, college students of Fudan University, received some instruction using CALL,
however, the main approach of instruction was traditional lecture. The third group,
graduates of Baylor University, had used CALL as the main approach in learning. Zheng
conducted in-depth student interviews to obtain data about the relationship between
educational technology and learning.
This comprehensive, qualitative study conducted by Zheng (1998) shows the
significance of educational technology beyond simply assisting in the learning process.
Computers were a medium which "brought learners' potential to full play by cultivating
their critical and analytical thinking, activating their interest and motivation in academic
learning, and above all, by enhancing their metacognitive abilities that empowered them
to be more creative and constructive learners" (Zheng, 1998, p. 81). Three foci surfaced
during the study: 1) educational technology and metacognition, 2) educational
technology and motivation, and 3) educational technology and academic achievements.
Special attention in Zheng's (1998) research was given to the role of educational
technology in improving learners' metacognition, however. Such a focus is important
because the study of metacognition is in its early stages, and there still remains a search
for a "systematic instructional theory in educational technology that moves relatively
unknowledgeable, nonmonitoring, strategically naive individuals to a more
metacognitively sophisticated state" (p. 84).
Zheng (1998) found that CALL "played a vital role in enhancing learners'
metacognitive awareness and knowledge, hence the improvement in learning efficacy"
(p. 85). Educational technology 1) enhanced learners' metacognition, and 2) "activated
metacognitive monitoring mechanism[s]" (p. 93). Data showed that learners involved in
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an educational technology environment are more effective in using metacognitive
learning strategies than learners who are not using technology. One instructor of the
participants involved in the study observed that computer based instruction "cultivated
and nurtured in students the abilities to find the problems and solve them independently"
(p. 93). Such problem solving skills entail metacognition and self-directed learning.
Zheng states that such computer use "created an academic milieu where learners were
exposed to various learning experiences and environments. Such exposure enriched
learners' learning experiences which, in turn, promoted a metacognitive awareness in
learners" (p. 93-94).
Not only did the use of CALL increase students' metacognitive skills, but an
educational technology learning environment facilitated self-directed learning.
Evaluating the attitudes of the learners, their approaches towards learning, and learners'
degree of involvement in learning brought to Hght two factors that affected learners' use
of learning strategies: 1) metacognition and 2) experience. Zheng states that "learners
who were metacognitively aware of the task, and had the knowledge of and experience in
the learning task, displayed an ability to monitor their own learning process effectively"
(p. 91). Qualitative data gathered via interviews revealed that learners felt "educational
technology had a close relationship with the improvement of both metacognition and
expertise in learning" (p. 91). Learners who were more metacognitively aware
understood strategies in nature and use and were able to use them as effective tools to
achieve meaningful learning. "They knew when and where these strategies could be
applied, and how to use these strategies to improve their learning" (p. 96). Thus,

technology that promoted such recognition of strategies and appropriate application of
strategies facilitated a self-directed learning environment.
As demonstrated by Zheng (1998), CALL environments appear to be an effective
way to expose learners to metacognitive strategies and promote self-directed learners. In
this way, students are provided an opportunity to engage in an interactive, personalized
learning experience.
On a critical note, however, the participants observed were all highly motivated
students who demonstrated academic achievement. The question remains: What effect
would this have on other learners who may not be destined to be highly motivated high
achievers? Further research is needed to address this gap in the research.
An additional limitation of Zheng's (1998) study relates to the narrow
triangulation used and breadth of the study. Zheng utilized primarily qualitative data
methods to measure strategy use. While qualitative methods afford comprehensive data
and are the dominant method used to obtain data regarding metacognitive strategy use,
such as the interviews conducted face-to-face and via e-mail in Zheng's study, still there
remains a need for triangulation and quantifiable data to yield more credible results. In
addition, because Zheng was the sole conductor of interviews in acquiring his data, the
internal reliability of his conclusions are questionable as biases and assumptions may
exist. Such is the problem in acquiring data regarding learners' strategy use in general.
This supports a need to use a reliable method of acquiring data regarding learners' use of
language learning strategies, particularly metacognitive language learning strategies.
Computers can be used as an effective method for obtaining quantifiable data.
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Data Collection of Learners' Metacognitive Strategy Use
In addition to enhancing metacognition and self-directed learning, educational
technology offers an additional advantage. Computers allow for a reliable method of
acquiring data to analyze the use of such strategies. An attractive feature of using
computers during the learning process is its capability of gathering data. Liou (2000)
proposes a need to make necessary adjustments to current methods of gathering reliable
data to assess the language learning process, specifically the use of metacognitive
strategies. He attests that there is a "need to observe learners in a way which is
consistent, observable, specific and universal, so that the evidence can be easily crossvalidated and thus disseminated" (66). Therefore, an unobtrusive method must be used to
observe learners' use of language learning strategies, and computers have the potential to
accomplish this objective.
Liou (2000) addresses problems with previous methods of observing
metacognitive learning processes, which include the following: 1) They can only record
learner's overt behavior; 2) It is difficult to maintain consistency in observations; and 3)
Information obtained may or may not be typical of the learner's observed behavior (p.
66). Murray (1999) suggests that some methods impede the learning process. Thus,
several advantages exist for the use of computers to assess learners' use of metacognitive
strategies. Such advantages as outlined by Liou (2000) are included in the following list:
•

"Accuracy, real-time immediacy, reliability, and compact storage space"

•

"Record[s] the learning process while the learners are using computer software for
language learning purposes"

•

Procures reliability as it "can record learner's overt behavior over different sessions
systematically and consistently so it is easy to obtain an average performance"

•

"Data are recorded while learners are actually engaged in the language learning
process using learning materials," so "data are not based on imagination"

•

"Data show observable behavior" which can be applied to learners across cultures and
countries, (p. 67)
Liou (2000) identifies the need for further research to provide structure for the

development of effective CALL software. He asserts that further research is needed to
investigate the effects of strategy use on weak learners. Liou also addresses the need to
design software which is personalized to learners' needs. With the idea that strategy
training can be programmed into the computer software programs (p. 70), further
research is needed to assist in the relevant design of strategy instruction which will
promote metacognition and learner autonomy, a current goal of learner training using
CALL (Hubbard, 2002).
In the context of this study, the computer is programmed to serve as an effective
instrument to measure the following:
•

Track how often language learners access a list of language learning strategies as a
reference.

•

Capture the strategies a learner indicates s/he is using while engaged in a particular
learning task.

•

Record how effective the language learner says the strategies are working.

•

Record other strategies the learner says s/he could try.

•

Record the amount of time (in seconds) a learner spends on each screen.
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While the idea of using computers to instruct learners in language learning
strategies is not unique (Hubbard, 1987; Rubin, 1987), the concept of embedding strategy
instruction within the computer software program is original to the researcher's
knowledge. This indicates that this model will contribute to existing research relating to
the current development of computer programs that promote self-directed learning.
Summary
This review of literature has attempted to illustrate important aspects of selfdirected language learning by first explaining how language learning strategies and
metacognition promote autonomous learning. The review then discussed the need for
explicit strategy training in order to achieve this goal of self-direction, as well as the need
for metacognitive awareness training to increase learners' ability to evaluate their
performance. The advantages of using educational technology to achieve effective
instruction in language learning strategies and metacognition were discussed, followed by
a rationale for advantages of using technology to identify and assess learners' use of
metacognitive strategies.
This review points to the salient need for explicit strategy instruction to promote
self-directed learners. One limitation associated with achieving this goal includes the fact
that learners do not always know how to direct their learning via the deployment of
strategies without explicit instruction. Instructors themselves are often unaware of how
to instruct effectively in these strategies. For this reason, the use of CALL software was
utilized in this study to discover the effect of educational technology on self-directed
learning.

Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to investigate whether learners' exposure to
computer-stimulated language learning strategies affects their independent use of a
metacognitive strategy process during the use of Computer-assisted Language Learning
(CALL) instruction. The goal of promoting this metacognitive routine was to encourage
learners' autonomous use of language learning strategies (LLS) and the self-directed
planning, monitoring, and evaluating of these strategies in an independent way.
This study examined the following research questions:
1) To what extent does exposure to the metacognitive process on the computer promote
independent, self-directed use of metacognitive strategies?
2) Do differences between slow and fast learners predict how often these different
learners use language learning strategies and AS WE?
3) Do learners' perceptions about AS WE affect their independent use of metacognition?
These questions result in the following hypotheses:
Null Hypotheses
1) There is no effect of the metacognitive process on the computer in promoting
independent, self-directed use of metacognitive strategies.
2) There are no differences between slow and fast learners in how often these different
learners use language learning strategies and ASWE.
3) There is no affect of learners' perceptions about ASWE on their independent use of
metacognition.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN
The purpose of this study was to ascertain the effects of metacognitive strategy
training integrated into Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL) software on
learners' independent, self-directed use of metacognitive strategies. An additional
inquiry addressed in this study included the question as to whether differences in learner
ability levels had an effect on their use of language learning strategies (LLS) and
metacognition. Finally, this study investigated whether learners' perceptions about
metacognition had an effect on their use of metacognition independent of the computer
promptings.
This chapter describes relevant information pertaining to the subjects involved in
the study, the instruments of measurement, the methods used to collect data (procedural
overview), and data analysis.
Subjects
The subjects in this study were language learners serving as missionaries for the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints who were studying at the Missionary
Training Center (MTC) located in Provo, Utah. These language learners, who range in
age from approximately 19 to 21, are native speakers of English learning Spanish. The
nature of the language learning environment at the MTC is unique in that the learners
receive eight weeks of rigorous language learning instruction before departing to the
country where the target language is spoken. At the end of their MTC stay, they depart to
the country where they are assigned to labor and are paired with a more proficient
speaker. In this arrangement, the missionaries fulfill various missionary duties involving
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interactions with native speakers of the target language. In order to perform these
responsibilities effectively amid their initial inadequacy in the language, the missionaries
must continue to study the language independently, since they do not receive formal
classroom instruction after their tenure at the MTC. For this reason, missionaries need to
acquire an ability to learn the language independent of an instructor and formal classroom
setting.
A total of 239 missionaries entering the MTC in January 2002 participated in the
study. This study is quasi-experimental in nature, in that the MTC training department
coordinates the arrival of missionaries by grouping them by target language and arrival
date. Missionaries are grouped together with other missionaries learning the same
language who enter the MTC the same day. A group of approximately 10 to 12
missionaries is formed and referred to as a district. For the purposes of this study, a
random sampling was used to select eleven existing districts of missionaries learning
Spanish to act as the control group for a total of 120 missionaries. An additional eleven
districts learning Spanish were randomly selected to act as the experimental group for a
total of 119 missionaries. This study was limited to native English speakers learning
Spanish to control for extraneous variable effects that could have potentially occurred in
the data due to different languages learned.
Approval to conduct this research was obtained from both the Institutional
Review Board at Brigham Young University, as well as approval from the Research and
Evaluation department and MTC Development department at the Missionary Training
Center. After the subjects were given a research consent form (Appendix A), members of
both the control group and experimental group received classroom language instruction
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supplemented with CALL exposure using the Technology-assisted Language Learning
(TALL) computer software program utilized at the MTC. This software is designed to
instruct language learners in various language tasks that can be applied to real-world
contexts. The experimental group, however, received exposure to a metacognitive
strategy process programmed to appear during the TALL session based on prescribed
probability measures. The control group used the same computer software program as
the experimental group, though they received no exposure to this process during their
TALL sessions.
Table 1
Distribution of Subjects by Group
Group
Experimental Group
Control Group
Total

N
120
119
239

Instruments of Measurement
Several instruments were used in this study in an effort to address the research
questions. Both groups responded to the following questionnaires:
•

Missionary Language Background Questionnaire (Appendix B): gathered information
such as language learners' previous language learning experience and highest level of
education received.

•

Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire (Appendix C): measured language
learners' frequency of use of specific strategies.

•

AS WE Language Learning Questionnaire (Appendix D): required the subjects to
respond to their use of the metacognitive process retrospectively.
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•

Teacher Ranking of Missionaries (Appendix E): used to determine the ability level of
the missionaries.
The experimental group participated in or received the following additional measures:
•

Focus groups: used to provide further direction in future modifications and
implementations of the ASWE process in TALL, and to triangulate data.

•

Access database (Appendix F): used to trace information regarding the level of
the experimental groups' use of the metacognitive intervention while engaged in
their CALL training.

Table 2 provides a summary of the treatments administered to both the control group
and the experimental group, as well as the sample size (n) associated with each treatment.
Table 2
Summary of Treatments Administered to Control Group and Experimental Group
Experimental Group

Control Group
•
•
•
•
•

Missionary Language Background
Questionnaire (n=119)
Language Learning Strategies
Questionnaire pre-test (n=l 19)
Language Learning Strategies
Questionnaire post-test (n=l 14)
AS WE Language Learning
Questionnaire (n=104)
Teacher Ranking of Missionaries
(n=118)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Missionary Language Background
Questionnaire (n=120)
Language Learning Strategies
Questionnaire pre-test (n=l 19)
Language Learning Strategies
Questionnaire post-test (n=l 17)
ASWE Language Learning
Questionnaire (n=l 12)
Teacher Ranking of Missionaries
(n=118)
Focus groups (n=24)
Access database (n= 120)
ASWE metacognitive training
intervention on TALL (n=120)

The following section provides a description and rationale for the use of each
instrument of measurement.

34

Missionary Language Background Questionnaire (MLBQ)
This instrument was designed by the MTC Research and Evaluation department
with the intent to gather information from participants about their gender, academic
background, computer experience, and previous language learning experience. The
questionnaire also elicited information regarding learners' perception of how challenging
the target language is for them to learn. The information gathered from this instrument
has the potential to be used to correlate learner variance with quantified use of language
learning strategies as measured by the Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire. The
data obtained from this questionnaire was used to determine major differences that
correlated with frequency of use and access of language learning strategies.
Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire (LLSQ)
The Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire requires the subjects to report
how often they use particular strategies while learning the target language. It was
developed and customized for use at the MTC, adapted from Rebecca Oxford's Strategy
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). The LLSQ used in this study is an adapted and
modified version of the SILL revised by the researcher and a research team at the MTC to
reflect the language learning context specific to the MTC.
This instrument is introspective and retrospective in nature, and requires the
learners to provide indication not only of particular strategies used, but also how often
they tend to use particular language learning strategies. Although potential problems
exist when retrospective instruments are employed, this instrument required learners to
respond to their use of strategies in their language learning situations that they were
currently involved in on a daily basis. The scale used for this questionnaire is a four-

point scale (l=never, 2=sometimes, 3=frequently, and 4=always) which asks the learners
to indicate how often they use each strategy in the context of a particular language task.
This questionnaire was administered to both the control and experimental groups on two
occasions: a pre-test administered the second week of learners' instruction, and a posttest administered the seventh week of learners' instruction in the target language. The
results from the two tests were compared to discover the degree of change from one
occasion to the next after the experimental group received the treatment.
A pilot test of this instrument administered in November 2001 to missionaries in
the MTC indicated that the results obtained from this instrument were a valid measure of
learners' use of strategies. Frequency tables of the responses indicated that the four-point
scale elicited a variety of responses, i.e. language learners used a variety of strategies at
various frequency levels. In a previous study conducted at the MTC that analyzed
learners' use of LLS in relation to their language performance (MTC, 1995), a Pearson
Product Coefficient procedure suggested moderate, yet significant, correlations between
strategy use and language performance outcomes (MTC, 1995). Scores obtained on the
LLSQ dealing with reading and writing strategies correlated with learners' language
performance at an r-value of 0.44 and 0.38, respectively. These data suggest that
language learners who used these particular language learning strategies more often
scored higher on language performance tests than learners who did not use language
learning strategies as frequently. Other significant correlations include strategies dealing
with using the language on the street, thinking in the language, and initiating
conversations in the language, with r-values of 0.29, 0.29, and 0.28, respectively.
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ASWE Language Learning Questionnaire (ASWE LLQ)
"ASWE" is an acronym used to represent a conscious, self-regulating process a
learner uses to plan, monitor, and evaluate his or her use of language learning strategies
while learning a second or foreign language. The process was instituted with the intent to
encourage, promote, and develop self-directed, autonomous learners. This metacognitive
routine, coined in this context as the ASWE process, develops learners' awareness of the
nature of the learning task, as well as regulates the strategies the learner is using to
successfully learn and accomplish the task. The "ASWE" acronym is in context of the
phrase "Sharpening AS WE Saw," and is used to demonstrate that the metacognitive
routine is a tool to assist learners in becoming better language learners. The four
questions the learner asks himself or herself to activate this metacognitive process are 1)
What am I trying to Accomplish? 2) What Strategy am I using? 3) How well is it
Working? and 4) What Else could I do? The key words of each of these questions
compose the "ASWE" acronym.
In an effort to assess the learners' self-directed, autonomous use of the ASWE
process in context of the MTC, the ASWE Language Learning Questionnaire was
developed by the researcher and a research team in the Research and Evaluation
Department at the MTC. The information reported in this questionnaire is retrospective
in nature, and asks the learners how often they had used the ASWE process in their
language learning. In addition, the language learners are asked to describe one situation
when they used the ASWE process. Data obtained in a previous study conducted by the
researcher at the MTC, for which this instrument was designed, provides evidence of the
usefulness of this instrument (MTC, 2001).

Teacher Rankings
The three teachers of each district for both the experimental and control groups
were asked to rank each missionary according to their ability to learn the target language
effectively. This was done by ranking the missionary with the greatest facility for
learning the target language as " 1 , " ranking the missionary with the next greatest facility
as "2", etc. until each of the missionaries were assigned a different number. If, for
example, there were 12 members in the district, the teacher was to rank each missionary
starting at " 1 " to indicate the fastest learner in the district, and "12" for the slowest
learner. If there were 10 members in the district, the slowest learner was ranked "10."
The teachers were asked to make no "ties" between missionaries. This forced the
teachers to make a judgement of each learner's facility to learn the language. Learners'
facility relates to how well they learn the language. This is not restricted only to learners'
language performance in the language, but also their ability to learn the language.
The three rankings per missionary obtained from each of the three teachers were
averaged to determine a mean score of each learner's ability. This method of acquiring
missionary ability measures has proven effective in previous studies conducted at the
MTC as high correlation factors between teacher rankings and scores on missionary
performance tests have been attained (MTC, 2002). For this reason, this method was
employed in this study as the measure of learners' abilities.
Access Database
The Access database stored the following information per learner each time that
learner was exposed to the LLS screens:
1) Learner ID number

38
2) Screen ID number that tracked which activity the learner was working on
when the ASWE screens appeared
3) Code number that tracked the specific language task the learner indicated he
was trying to accomplish each time the ASWE process appeared
4) Specific strategies that learners reported they were currently using
5) How well the strategies that learners reported they were currently using were
working for them in helping them to effectively accomplish the language task
6) Other strategies the learner indicated s/he will try to use
7) Data typed in text boxes
8) How often learners accessed the Reference Screens (Appendix G)
9) Amount of time (in seconds) spent on each screen
10) Date and time learners independently accessed LLS Reference Screens and
responded to the automatic ASWE screens
The above information captured by the database was used in combination with
other variables to provide data that address the research questions investigated.
Focus Groups
Focus groups for the experimental group were used to gather additional data
regarding the learners' general motivations and attitudes toward their exposure to the
metacognitive process. The researcher obtained data via two focus groups of twelve
missionaries each. The missionaries selected to participate in this group discussion were
randomly selected to attempt to be representative of a variety of opinions and attitudes.
The information obtained was used to assist the MTC training department in prescribing
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further direction in training missionaries in language learning strategies at the Missionary
Training Center.
Procedural Overview
In order to accurately describe the nature of obtaining data in this study, it is
necessary to explain the rationale, purpose, objectives, description of screens, and
computer programming involved in the development and implementation of the
metacognitive process on CALL, coined the "ASWE process." The information is
presented as the intentional purpose for implementation.
Purpose for Implementing Language Learning Strategies on CALL
The purpose for implementing language learning strategies into CALL is to assist
missionaries in becoming more self-directed language learners. As a result, it is intended
that missionaries will become more independent learners, enhancing their language
learning process outside of classroom instruction. In addition, missionaries will be more
effective language learners even after their CALL and MTC experience when they are in
the country or area where the target language is spoken. Implementation of LLS into
CALL provides a controlled environment for language learners to be exposed to LLS.
This study investigates whether exposure to LLS on CALL leads to language learners'
independent development of metacognitive awareness by providing a monitoring
experience of strategy use and evaluation of how these strategies are working for them. It
was anticipated that learners' exposure to these strategies would result in habitual
awareness and monitoring of their learning process to promote more self-directed
learning.
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Overview of Objectives
The objectives of implementing LLS on TALL are two-fold. These objectives
include purposes for language learning strategies instruction and for research and
evaluation purposes. Each will be discussed in the following section.
Objectives for language learning strategies instruction.
•

Provide a controlled environment which will ensure language learners' exposure to
LLS.

•

Reduce teachers' responsibility of providing instruction on language learning
strategies.

•

Assist in the development of language learners' metacognitive awareness.

•

Provide repeated exposure to LLS to assist language learners in their ability to be
aware of their learning processes independently.

•

Personalize language instruction to adapt to individual learners' preferred learning
strategies.

•

Provide LLS instruction in context of language tasks.

•

Result in language learners' habitual use of language learning strategies even after
their CALL experience.

•

Improve language learners' ability to learn the language independently after departing
the MTC and arriving in the country or area where the target language is spoken.

•

Provide a "strategy" resource.
Objectives for research and evaluation purposes.

•

Provide data regarding the usefulness of LLS (i.e. how often language learners access
LLS independently, whether the use of LLS improves learning, etc.).
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•

Gather information from language learners regarding recurring specific and helpful
strategies not currently included on the strategies list, but could potentially be
included on the list of strategies in the future.

•

Provide data for research and evaluation purposes of how LLS affect language
learners and language learning.

Overview Description of Screens
There are two contexts in which the LLS screens appear. These contexts are
identified as Reference Screens (Appendix G) and the ASWE Screens (Appendix H).
Each will be discussed in the following section.
Reference screens. The purpose for developing reference screens for the
language learners is to make the learning strategies available to access at any time to
promote self-directed learning and opportunities to become familiar with a variety of
strategies that could be potentially employed.
For research and evaluation purposes, the reference screens provide data
regarding how often learners access language learning strategies independently by
tracking the date of referencing the screens and the amount of time spent studying the
strategies. This information is also valuable in determining the general usefulness of this
resource.
Automatic ASWE screens. The purpose of the ASWE screens is to provide
controlled exposure to language learning strategies. In the study currently being reported,
these ASWE screens popped-up periodically during the language learners' TALL session.
The rate of pop-up screens was the same for each missionary. The screens were
programmed to appear based on probability measures. The screens were programmed to
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appear once every day for the first week of TALL instruction. During the second and
third week of the learners' TALL instruction, the ASWE screens were programmed to
appear every other day (about three to four times a week). The fourth and fifth week, the
ASWE screens were programmed to appear every third day (about two times a week).
For each consecutive week, the ASWE screens were programmed to appear about once a
week until week 7, when the ASWE screens were programmed to not appear at all during
the learners' training on CALL. The purpose of providing more metacognitive strategy
training initially and gradually decreasing the exposure as their MTC training progressed
was to assist learners in developing more automaticity and autonomy in their use of
metacognition. Thus, learners were afforded the opportunity to use the process on their
own without computer inducement. At this point, the ASWE Language Learning
Questionnaire was administered to see if the language learners were using the ASWE
process independent of exposure to the process on the computer. The screens were
programmed to appear while the missionary was learning different types of language
tasks (learning vocabulary or grammar, listening, speaking, etc.) to ensure greater
exposure to a variety of different strategies.
Computer Programming
The first step in operationalizing this idea of putting LLS training on the computer
was to create a design for the representation of the ASWE process. The following
information describes the path of the screens the learners experienced when engaged in
the metacognitive process. After creating a design document and identifying a computer
programmer, the process was underway.
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Reference screens (Total number of screens: 11). The reference screens were
available for the language learners to access at any time. An icon at the bottom of each
screen provided voluntary access to the language learning strategies. The icon was
available on every screen, next to the "help" button on the tool bar.
When a user clicked on the LLS button, the screen titled "HOW TO BE A
BETTER LANGUAGE LEARNER" appeared. This screen contained a ten-item menu in
the form of buttons, each with a linking screen that correlated with the nature of a
specific task. The user could click on any button which linked to the list of individual
strategies associated with the particular task the user clicked on (see Appendix G).
Each time a user accessed these screens, the information was stored in a database.
The database traced how often users accessed the LLS button, as well as how often each
particular strategy was referenced. This assisted in determining whether users employed
LLS on their own free will, and also gave indication as to which strategies were most
often accessed. The text for the reference screens was accessed from the database to
allow for future modifications in the text if necessary.
Automatic ASWE screens (Total number of screens: 18). The first screen that
appeared during the learner's experience asked, "What am I trying to accomplish?" This
screen contained eight buttons with corresponding activities involved in learning the
language. The user was to choose the button that correlated with the nature of the
activity he/she was presently involved in on the CALL program. Although the Access
database tracked which language activity and screen ID number the learner was currently
on, learners were required to respond to this question by indicating which activity they
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were on since this awareness is an important element of planning in the metacognitive
routine.
When the user clicked on one of the buttons that corresponded to the language
task the learner was currently working on, the screen titled "What strategy am I using?"
appeared. A checklist of possible strategies was made available, and the learner was then
to check all the strategies that applied. A text box was available where the user could
type in a different strategy he or she was using which was not included in the checklist of
provided strategies. The information the user typed in the text box area was stored in the
Access database.
After the user checked which strategies he/she was using, a screen immediately
appeared that asked the learner, "How well is it working?" Each strategy the learner
checked on the previous screen appeared one at a time, and then invited the learner to
click one of three choices: The strategy is working very well, somewhat well, or not well
at all. This information was stored in a database to track how the individual strategies
checked were working for the users.
The final screen then popped up: "What else could I do?" The user was to choose
from this menu other strategies to employ to facilitate their learning process. This menu
consisted of an identical list as the "What strategies am I using?' screen. The screen also
contained a text box where the user could type in a different strategy being used, but was
not provided as an option in the list.
The information that was stored in the database provided the following
information: 1) what strategies the user was using, both those provided on the screens as
well as "custom" strategies the user submitted in the "other" text box; and 2) how well

the strategies were working for the user.
Implementing such a metacognitive strategy monitoring process embedded into the
computer program guaranteed exposure to learning strategies, and learners were provided
an opportunity to develop planning, self-monitoring, and evaluation skills of strategy use
as autonomous learners.
Contexts for ASWE screens to appear. The specific contexts in which the AS WE
screens appeared were programmed based on probability measures. The researcher first
identified language tasks that corresponded with specific strategies. That is, specific
language tasks on TALL that could potentially accommodate the application of language
learning strategies were identified. The computer programmer programmed the ASWE
screens to appear during different language tasks, based on statistical probabilities, to
provide opportunities for the learner to practice applying the ASWE process in a variety
of contexts.
Amount of exposure. The researcher's decision of how often the ASWE screens
should be programmed to appear was based on results obtained from a previous study
carried out by the researcher at the MTC which monitored the learners' responses to
explicit ASWE training (MTC, 2001). The subjects involved received ASWE exposure
at least three times a day. At the end of the study, opinions and attitudes about their
training were acquired via focus groups. The learners revealed that they felt they had too
much exposure, which caused them to develop a negative perception of ASWE.
Suggestions from the subjects involved were considered when deciding how often the
ASWE screens should be programmed to appear.
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During the learners' first week of TALL lab sessions, the AS WE screens were
programmed to appear once every day. During the second and third, the screens were
programmed to appear every other day. During the fourth and fifth weeks, the screens
were programmed to appear every third day. Finally, the screens were programmed to
appear only once a week until week seven when learners received no more exposure to
the ASWE screens. Thus, the learners received controlled exposure to the ASWE
process: greater exposure initially, and then it tapered off until near the end of their MTC
stay when use of ASWE independent of the computer exposure to ASWE was assessed
using the ASWE Language Learning Questionnaire.
Treatments
Treatments for Both Groups
Both the control group and the experimental group received classroom language
instruction supplemented with CALL instruction. After obtaining human subjects'
consent, the subjects were given a background questionnaire at the end of their first week
at the MTC. The information obtained from this questionnaire was used in the statistical
procedures to discover correlations and analysis of variance.
In addition to the background questionnaire, the subjects in both groups were
given the Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire at the end of their second week at
the MTC. At the conclusion of the missionaries' MTC experience, the middle of week
seven, the subjects were given this questionnaire again. Differences in learners'
responses between the first administration of the instrument to the second administration
were examined. In addition, differences between the use of strategies by the different
groups collectively (control versus experimental) were investigated.

The AS WE Language Learning Questionnaire was administered to both groups at
the end of week seven of the learners' tenure at the MTC. The responses on the
questionnaire were quantified to determine the differences in the use of the AS WE
process between the control group and the experimental group. The number of times the
learners indicate they used the ASWE process (in response to a question on the
questionnaire) was used to assess the degree to which exposure to the ASWE process on
the computer affected the independent use of ASWE independent from the learners'
CALL session.
Both groups also received teacher rankings which were averaged and used to
measure learners' ability. These data were used to determine differences in the use of
LLS and ASWE between fast learners and slow learners.
Treatments for the Control Group
The control group received no exposure to strategies during their CALL
instructioa The scores obtained from the Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire
were compared with the scores of members of the experimental group. These differences
were used to ascertain the degree to which exposure to strategies on the computer effects
the use of independent strategies, in both the number of strategies used and how often
strategies were used.
Treatments for the Experimental Group
In addition to the treatments shared by those given to the control group, additional
data from the subjects in the experimental group were obtained. Subjects of the
experimental group received a teacher ranking which reflected their ability to learn the
language in relation to the other missionaries in their district. This was used to identify
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fast learners and slow learners. Each district had three teachers (a morning, afternoon,
and evening teacher), who ranked each missionary from " 1 " (fastest) to "12" (slowest) if
there were 12 missionaries in the district, "10" if there were 10 members in the district,
etc. The three scores from the teachers were averaged, and each missionary received an
adjusted ranking depending on the number of missionaries in the district. For example, if
a learner received an average ranking score of "5" from his teachers, and there were
twelve members in his district, he would have received an adjusted ranking score of 5/12,
or 0.417.
Obtaining an adjusted ranking for each learner allowed for distinctions between
fast and slow learners to be identified. These scores were used to determine whether
ability had an effect on, or was effected by, the use of language learning strategies by
comparing the adjusted ranking scores with scores obtained from the Language Learning
Strategies Questionnaire.
Focus groups were used to assess the learners' general attitudes and motivations
toward the ASWE process on TALL. The data obtained from these group discussions
provided direction for further implementation and training using the computer-stimulated
ASWE process.
Table 3 provides a summary of the timeline of the methods employed in this
study.
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Table 3
Summary of Methods Timeline
Timeline
Prior to study
Prior to study

Weekl
Week 2
Week 4
Week 6
Week 7
Week 7
End of study

Measurement Procedures
Identify districts to be used in the study
Modify and pilot Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire
(LLSQ) and ASWE Language Learning Questionnaire (ASWE
LLQ); Develop and pilot computer program integrated into
computer software
Administer Background Questionnaire to both groups
Administer LLSQ pre-test to both groups
Hold focus groups for experimental group
Obtain teacher rankings of experimental group
Administer LLSQ post-test to both groups
Administer ASWE LLQ to experimental and control groups
Analyze data
Variables

The independent variable in this study is the use of the technology-stimulated
ASWE process that appeared during the learners' CALL instruction. The dependent
variables in this study are the autonomous and self-directed use of language learning
strategies and ASWE, learners' ability, and perceptions of ASWE. These variables were
measured via the Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire, the ASWE Language
Learning Questionnaire, and the Access database.
Data Analysis
The General Linear Modeling procedure on Statistical Analysis System (SAS)
was used to calculate levels of significance. An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
statistical procedure was performed to determine significant differences between groups
(experimental and control) and scores on the LLSQ pre- and post-tests. An ANOVA was
also used to determine significant differences between groups and scores on the ASWE
LLQ. An Analysis of Co variance (ANCOVA) was used to determine variable effects.
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The covariates included individual learner differences obtained from the background
questionnaire. The ANCOVA determined differences between learners' ability score
(derived from teacher rankings) and learners' scores on the LLSQ pre- and post-tests, as
well as scores on the ASWE LLQ. Initially, all independent variables and covariates were
run to determine levels of significance. A chi-square procedure was used to determine
significance between learner perceptions and use of ASWE. The researcher set the level
of significance at an alpha level of p<0.05. Qualitative data were also analyzed and
quantified using categorization methods andfrequencycounts. The results of these
analyses are presented in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of the metacognitive
training ASWE process (Appendix H), integrated into Computer-assisted Language
Learning (CALL) software, on learners' use of language learning strategies (LLS) and
metacognition outside the context of being explicitly prompted by the computer. An
additional inquiry under investigation was whether learners' ability to learn their second
language had an effect on their self-directed use of LLS and metacognition. Finally,
learners' perceptions of metacognition were analyzed to discover whether they had an
effect on learners' independent use of metacognitive strategies.
This chapter reports data obtained in an effort to answer the research questions
listed below. The results summarized in this chapter include quantitative and quahtative
data gathered from the Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire (LLSQ) (Appendix
C), the ASWE Language Learning Questionnaire (LLQ) (Appendix D), teacher ranking
scores (Appendix E), and Access database (Appendix F), and are reported in response to
the following three research questions:
1) To what extent does exposure to the metacognitive process on the computer
promote independent, self-directed use of metacognitive strategies?
2) Do differences between slow and fast learners predict how often these
different learners use language learning strategies and ASWE?
3) Do learners' perceptions about ASWE affect learners' independent use of
metacognition?
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Research Question #1: The Effects of Computer-stimulated ASWE on
Use of ASWE Independent of Computer Promptings
In an effort to determine the effects of the computer-stimulated metacognitive
training on learners' individual use of ASWE, an analysis of the data captured by the
Access database was conducted. The amount of time in seconds that learners spent on
the screens was analyzed to discover the degree of actual use of these screens. Table 4
outlines the average time in seconds that learners spent while going through the ASWE
screens programmed to appear on the computer.
Table 4
Summary of Average Time Spent in Seconds According to Screen Type
Reference Screens
7 seconds

Automatic Screens
58 seconds

The average length of time learners in the experimental group spent on the
Reference Screens (Appendix G) was 7 seconds. Learners spent an average of 58
seconds going through the process on the Automatic Screens (Appendix H). The brief
amount of time learners spent on the Reference Screens indicates that learners did not
access the screens for the intended purpose of studying possible language learning
strategies to apply in their language learning. A focus group further revealed that the
Reference Screens were brought up involuntarily due to a computer bug that defaulted to
the LLS icon; therefore, access to the Reference Screens was not always voluntary.
Because the database did not identify which accesses to the Reference Screens were
voluntary and which were compulsory, the data regarding independent access of the
language learning strategies via the Reference Screens is not used in this analysis.

53
The time spent going through the four-question sequence AS WE screens ranges from
15 seconds to 175 seconds per occasion per learner. This broad range of average time
spent on the ASWE screens illustrates the differences in actual use of the information
provided on the screens. Not all learners exposed to the metacognitive routine used the
process to the same degree. It is evident by the short amount of time some users spent on
the automatic screens that some of the learners did not thoughtfully respond to the
screens.
The aim of this study was to analyze the effects of the computer-based metacognitive
training on learners' increased metacognitive awareness. In order to attribute any effects
of this training on learners' LLS and metacognitive strategy use, it was necessary to
distinguish between learners who appeared to use the intervention from learners who did
not seem to effectively use the metacognitive strategy process embedded into the
computer program. For this reason, the learners in the experimental group were divided
into high-users and low-users.
High-users are considered in this context to be those learners who seemed to
carefully respond to the ASWE screens when they appeared in the language learning
software, as evidenced by the amount of time spent going through the four-screen AS WE
sequence. The low-users are those language learners who received exposure to this
metacognitive routine, but did not seem to thoughtfully respond to the questions being
asked them, as determined by the amount of time spent going through the process.
The high-user and low-user groups were determined by looking at the average
time in seconds that individual users spent on each screen as recorded on the Access
database (Appendix F). The average time spent per user was put in sequential order. The
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top 40 learners who spent the most time on the screens constitute the high-users, and the
bottom 40 learners who spent the least amount of time on the screens comprise the lowusers. The quantity of "40" learners per group was chosen in order to provide a large
enough sample size, as well as to omit the middle users who apparently did not use the
process to the same extreme as the high- and low-users. The control group did not have
exposure to ASWE on the computer, and functions in this context as the non-users group.
Table 5 outlines the separation of groups by distinguishing between time spent on the
ASWE screens. A t-test determined a significance value of <.0001 in the time spent
between groups.
Table 5
Summary of Groups According to Time Spent on ASWE Screens Per Occasion
Group
Experimental
Control
p-value

Level of use

N

High-users
Low-users
Non-users

40
40
119

Average time
spent in seconds
91
31
0
<.0001

Range of seconds
spent on ASWE
62-175
15-45
0

Table 6 demonstrates that all groups received about the same amount of exposure
to the ASWE screens as programmed to appear. Group differentiation is distinguished by
the amount of time in seconds that learners spent on the screens, not the number of times
learners were exposed to the ASWE screens. The number of times learners in the
experimental group were exposed to the metacognitive routine as programmed to
automatically appear during CALL instruction ranges from 15 to 20 times for an average
of 18.18 times, and the range of times learners in the control group were exposed to the
ASWE screens was 16-20 times, for an average of 18.85 times during their MTC
training.
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Table 6
Average Number of Times AS WE Screens Appeared

Group

Level of Use

Experimental

High-users
Low-users

Average Number
of Times Screens
Appeared
18.18
18.85

Range of Times
Screens Appeared
Per User
15-20
16-20

Learners' Use of LLS
Quantitative Analysis. To determine the effects of learners' use of the AS WE
screens on learners' use of language learning strategies, an ANOVA was run to determine
levels of significance between the high-user, low-user, and non-user groups and their
responses to the LLSQ post-test. Tables 7 and 8 illustrate the means of strategy variables
between groups.
Table 7
Significant Differences Between Use ofASWE on the Computer and Use ofLLS
Independent of Computer
Non-users
p-value
Variable
Low-users
High-users
2.77
ns
Overall LLS post-test score
2.80
2.88
3.21
Listening score
.0246
3.15
3.38
.0552
Speaking score
2.84
2.93
3.05
Reading score
.0560
2.98
2.97
3.18
Vocabulary score
2.58
ns
2.73
2.75
Discussions score
2.57
ns
2.65
2.62
2.59
ns
Grammar score
2.56
2.66
Writing score
2.08
ns
2.09
2.02
ns
Language Tasks score
2.90
2.90
2.98
2.94
ns
Spiritual/Mental Prep score
3.04
2.91
Scale
l=never, 2=sometimes, 3=frequently, 4=always
Note, ns = no significant difference
p<.05
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Table 8
Analysis of Variance Table of Overall LLS Post-test Score by Group
Source
Model
Error

Sum of Squares
0.37
19.64

df
2
191

Mean Square
0.19
0.10

F value
1.80

p-value
.1675

These data indicate that there is no significant difference between the overall
score of the LLSQ post-test and the exposure to the metacognitive routine on AS WE.
There is, however, a significant difference in the use of listening strategies with a p-value
of .0246. The use of speaking strategies is borderline significant, with a p-value of .0552,
as well as reading strategies, with a p-value of .0560.
To determine whether the ASWE training had an effect on the learners' use of
LLS at the beginning of their MTC training in comparison with their use of LLS at the
end of their MTC instruction, an ANOVA, with the amount of use of the ASWE screens
as one variable, and the pre- and post-test administration of the LLSQ as another variable,
was conducted. Table 9 represents the results of the overall LLS score, which was
obtained by averaging learners' responses to all the items on the LLSQ.
Table 9
Analysis of Variance for Overall LLS Use Score by Pre- and Post-test
Source
Model
Use
(High/Low/Non)
Test
(pre/post)
Use * Test
Error

5

Sum of Squares
1.22

Mean Square
0.24

F value
2.22

p-value
.0517

2

.30

.15

1.38

.2540

1

.81

.81

7.39

.0068

2
386

.10
42.31

.05
.11

.47

.6235

df
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Table 9 demonstrates that the overall LLS use score is nearly significant with a pvalue of .0517. A significant difference between the pre- and post-test administrations
exists at a p-value of .0068. There is no significant difference in scores between high-,
low-, and non-users, nor is there a significant difference when evaluating the effect of
learners' degree of use by pre- and post-test administrations.
Table 10 shows the mean scores per strategy category obtained. The results do
not suggest significant differences between pre- and post-test scores of the LLSQ.

Table 10
Means of Pre- and Post-test LLSQ by Level of Use
Variable
Gain
p-value
Pre-test
Post-test
Listening
High-users
3.10
.28
3.38
ns
Low-users
3.15
3.15
0
3.21
.02
Non-users
3.19
Speaking
High-users
.12
2.93
3.05
ns
Low-users
.06
2.85
2.91
.01
Non-users
2.84
2.85
Reading
High-users
.19
2.99
3.18
ns
Low-users
.12
2.85
2.97
.16
Non-users
2.82
2.98
Vocabulary
High-users
.15
2.60
2.75
ns
.16
Low-users
2.57
2.73
.01
2.57
2.58
Non-users
Discussions
High-users
2.52
.10
2.62
ns
Low-users
2.47
.18
2.65
Non-users
2.44
.12
2.56
Grammar
High-users
.26
2.40
2.66
ns
Low-users
.16
2.40
2.56
.21
Non-users
2.38
2.59
Writing
High-users
-.03
2.05
2.02
ns
-.04
Low-users
2.13
2.09
.05
2.02
Non-users
2.07
Language Tasks
.17
2.98
High-users
2.81
ns
.13
Low-users
2.90
2.77
.10
2.79
2.89
Non-users
Spiritual/Mental Prep
.17
3.04
High-users
2.87
ns
-.10
Low-users
3.01
2.91
2.94
0
Non-users
2.94
Scale
l=never, 2=sometimes, 3=frequently, 4=always
Note, ns = no significant difference
/?<.05
(table continues)

59
Table 10 (continued)
p-value
Gain
Variable
Post-test
Pre-test
Overall LLS score
.15
High-users
2.88
2.73
ns
.09
Low-users
2.80
2.71
.07
Non-users
2.77
2.70
l=never, 2=sometimes, 3=frequently, 4=always
Scale
Note, ns = no significant difference
p<.05
Qualitative Analysis. While there is no significant difference between exposure to
AS WE and the use of LLS, a triangulation with qualitative data is worth noting. An
open-ended response asking learners to respond to the question, "What is the single
activity or strategy that has been most helpful to you in learning your mission language?"
reveals some interesting information regarding the variety of strategies elicited from
learners in the experimental group versus the control group. After listing each strategy, a
frequency count of the number of different strategies used by each group was conducted,
and averaged according to wave. An ANOVA analysis was then run to determine
significant differences in the number of different types of strategies listed between
groups. Table 11 demonstrates the results of this procedure.
Table 11
Analysis of Variance for Number of Different Strategies Elicited By Each Group
"What is the single activity or strategy that has been most helpful to you
in learning your mission language?"
Test
Control
Experimental
27
Pre-test
26.5
Post-test
24.5
33
p-value
.2054
This table demonstrates the variety of different strategies each group generates
collectively. The experimental group generates 26.5 different strategies on the pre-test,
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and 33 strategies on the post-test. The control group elicits 27 different strategies on the
pre-test, and 24.5 strategies on the post-test. These differences illustrate the value of LLS
training in that it increases learners' repertoire of strategies to choose from when learning
a second language, although no statistically significant differences surfaced.
Learners Use of Metacognitive Strategies
Quantitative Analysis. In an analysis of whether exposure to metacognition on the
computer affects independent use of metacognitive strategies as prescribed on the AS WE
LLQ), an ANOVA revealed that some variables were significant, as indicated in Tables
12 through 15.
Table 12
Analysis of Variance for Item "How Often Do You Evaluate What You Are Trying to
Accomplish? "
Source
Model
Use (high/low/non)
Error

Df

2
2
177

Sum of Squares
6.10
6.10
176.70

Mean Square
3.05
3.05
1.00

F value
3.05
3.05

p-value
.0497
.0497

Table 13
Analysis of Variance for Item "How Often do you Consciously Identify What Language
Learning Strategies you are Using or Applying in your Language Learning Activities?'
Source
Model
Use (high/low/non)
Error

df
2
2
177

Sum of Squares
10.32
10.32
182.23

Mean Square
5.16
5.16
1.03

F value
5.01
5.01

p-value
.0076
.0076
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Table 14
Analysis of Variance for Item "How Often Do You Ask Yourself How Well Your LLS are
Working? "
Source
Model
Use (high/low/non)
Error

df
2
2
177

Sum of Squares
12.02
12.02
244.98

Mean Square
6.00
6.00
1.38

F value
4.34
4.34

p-value
.0144
.0144

Table 15
Analysis of Variance for Item "How Often do you Use Different or Additional Strategies
when What you were Doing is not Working Well? "
Source
Model
Use (high/low/non)
Error

df
2
2
175

Sum of Squares
1.44
1.44
159.84

Mean Square
.72
.72
.91

F value
.79
.79

p-value
.4562
.4562

Table 16 demonstrates that there is a significant difference between learners' use
of the AS WE screens on the computer and learners' independent use of AS WE in their
learning.
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Table 16
Results of Effects of Metacognitive Training on Independent Use of Metacognition
Variable
"How often do you evaluate
what you are trying to
accomplish in your language
learning activities?" score
"How often do you consciously
identify what language learning
strategies you are using or
applying in your language
learning activities?" score
"How often do you ask yourself
how well your LLS are
working?" score
"How often do you use different
or additional strategies when
what you were doing is not
working well?" score
SCALE

High-users
2.87*

Low-users
3.16

Non-users
3.33*

P-value
.0497

2.61*

2.59°

3.09*°

.0076

2.58*

2.86

3.21*

.0144

2.76

2.78

2.98

ns

l=Never, 2=Less than once a week, 3=1-2 times a
week, 4=Once a day, 5= Several times a day

Note, ns = no significant difference
p<.05
The "*" and "°" notations indicate where significant differences occur. For example, in the strategy, "How
often do you consciously identify what language learning strategies you are using or applying in your
language learning activities,'* a significant difference occurs between the high-users and non-users,
indicated by the "*", as well as between the low-users and non-users, indicated by the "°".

It is interesting to note that the high-users report that they used the prescribed
metacognitive strategies less often than the low-users and non-users. Each of these four
metacognitive strategies will be discussed further.
In response to the first question listed in Table 16 ("How often do you evaluate
what you are trying to accomplish in your language learning activities?"), the mean
differences vary within each group. The mean of the high-users is 2.87, the mean of lowusers is 3.16, and the mean of the non-users is 3.33. The p-value associated with these
differences is .0497. A significant difference in learners' use of this metacognitive
strategy was identified between the high users and control group at .0149, but a
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significant difference was not identified between the high-users and low-users, nor
between the low users and non-users.
The analysis of the use of the metacognitive strategy "How often do you
consciously identify what language learning strategies you are using or applying in your
language learning activities?" shows a similar pattern as reported of the previous strategy.
A difference noted here, however, is that the low-users claimed to use this strategy
slightly less than the high-users group with a mean of 2.59 versus the high-users' group
mean of 2.61. The non-users claimed to use this strategy on an average of 3.09. A
significant difference exists between not only the high users and non-users at .0052, but
also between the high users and low users at a p-value of .0122. The overall p-value
associated with this strategy is .0076.
The third metacognitive strategy reported ("How often do you ask yourself how
well your LLS are working?"), also demonstrates a significant difference between
groups. The high-users report using this strategy with a mean of 2.58, the low-users at
2.86, and the non-users at 3.21. The overall level of significance is .0144. A significant
difference occurs between the high-users and non-users at .0052, but not between the
high-users and low-users, nor between the low-users and non-users.
The fourth metacognitive strategy displayed in Table 16 ("How often do you use
different or additional strategies when what you were doing is not working well?") does
not show a significant difference, although the mean scores follow a similar pattern as the
other strategy means previously reported. The high-users report a mean of 2.76, the lowusers a mean of 2.78, and the non-users a mean of 2.95. The p-value is .4562, an
indication of an insignificant difference.

64
Learners who spent less time using the ASWE screens, referred to as the lowusers, claim that they are using metacognitive strategies more than high-users (learners
who spent more time on the ASWE screens). The high-users report that they use the
metacognitive strategies less than the low-users and non-users; the high-users report the
least independent use of metacognitive strategies as compared with the low-users and
non-users. The non-users claim to use metacognitive strategies more than the
experimental group, even though they did not have exposure to the computerized ASWE
process.
In summary, the control group reported that they used the prescribed
metacognitive strategies more than the experimental group who had exposure to the
metacognitive prompts on the computer. In addition, their use of LLS appeared to be
higher to some degree (see Table 10).
Qualitative Analysis. The reported quantitative data were triangulated with
qualitative data obtained from the ASWE LLQ, which included an open-ended response
to a question that asked the subjects if they felt that their awareness of how they learn
language increased during their training at the Missionary Training Center (MTC). They
were asked to respond using a 4-point scale: 1 = "definitely yes"; 2 = "probably yes"; 3 =
"probably no"; and 4 = "definitely no". Those who responded "probably yes" or
"definitely yes" were then asked to respond to the question, "If yes, what do you attribute
this change [of increased awareness] to?" The responses to this question were then
categorized and quantified by independent research specialists to determine the number
of learners who attributed their increased awareness to either ASWE, or some
metacognitive strategy associated with ASWE. Inter-rater reliability was attained by
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comparing independent categorizations and achieving 91% agreement. The results are
represented in Figures 1 and 2.

Figure 1. Percent of Learners' Responses to "Do You Feel that Your Awareness of
How You Learn Language Has Increased During Your Training in the MTC?"

Figure 2. Percent of Learners who Attribute Increase of Awareness to Metacognitive
Factors.

Figure 1 shows that the 82% of the learners in the experimental group feel that their
awareness increased, and 84% of the learners in the control group feel there was an
increase in their awareness of learning. Of those learners in the experimental group who
did feel that the awareness of their learning increased, 49% attribute this increase to some
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metacognitive strategy as demonstrated in Figure 2. Of those learners in the control
group who feel their awareness of their learning increased during their language
instruction at the MTC, 13% attribute this increase to some metacognitive strategy. A
larger percent of learners in the experimental group attribute their increase of learning
awareness to metacognitive strategies compared to learners in the control group.
Some of the comments reported by the experimental group are included in Table 17
to illustrate some of the metacognitive strategies learned to which subjects ascribe their
increase of awareness.
Table 17
Sample Responses to Item #8 on ASWE LLQ
Open-ended responses to the question, "Do you feel that your awareness of how you
learn language has increased during your training at the MTC? If yes, what do you
attribute this change to?"
"Actually knowing HOW to monitor my learning processes, and actually knowing it
helps."
"Mostly the ASWE program."
"I can now realize when something is not working for me (my biggest problem before)."
"Probably the fact that my first strategies were failing, and I noticed that change was
needed."
"The LLS program, but more than that, using some of the ideas and experimenting on my
own."
"If I didn't think I was learning as well as I'd like, I'd try something different."
"Trial and error. Can't be afraid to try different ways to find out which one works best."
"Looking at what I'm doing and fixing what isn't working."
These representative comments demonstrate that learners attribute an increase of
their awareness of their language learning to metacognitive strategies that relate to the
ASWE process they were exposed to on the computer (see Appendix I for additional
comments).
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Research Question #2: The Effects of Learners' Ability
on Learners' Use of LLS and ASWE
To determine the effects of learner ability on learners' use of language learning
strategies and metacognition, teacher rankings (Appendix E) were obtained from each of
the learners' three teachers and averaged to give one overall teacher ranking score per
missionary. The learners were then divided into thirds: the top third comprising the fast
learners, and the bottom third constituting the slower learners, for a total of 97 learners
per ability level. An ANCOVA was performed to determine effects of learner ability on
the amount of independent use of language learning strategies and AS WE. Learner
ability was determined by averaging the teacher ranking scores. Mean scores from
learners' responses to the LLSQ post-test determined language learning strategy use. The
independent use of AS WE was determined by the learners' responses to the AS WE LLQ.
The variables include scores from the teacher rankings and group (experimental
versus control). The covariate includes a school variable determined by the learners'
response to a question on the Missionary Background Questionnaire (Appendix B)
regarding how well they did in school previous to their current language learning
experience.
Effects of Ability on Use of Language Learning Strategies
Quantitative Data. Results of the ANCOVA are depicted in Table 18.
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Table 18
Effects of Ability on Use of LLS Determined by LLSQ Post-test Scores
P value
Variable
Fast Learners Slow Learners
Listening score
ns
3.22
3.26
Speaking score
3.03
2.82
.0057
Reading score
3.09
2.96
ns
Vocabulary score
ns
2.62
2.66
2.54
ns
Discussions score
2.60
ns
Grammar score
2.54
2.68
Writing score
ns
2.10
2.06
ns
Language tasks score
2.93
2.90
ns
Spiritual/Mental preparation
2.97
2.99
score
ns
2.74
Overall LLS pre-test score
2.69
ns
Overall LLS post-test score
2.80
2.81
Scale
1-never, 2=sometimes, 3=frequently, 4=always
Note, ns = no significant difference
p<.05
The results indicate that there is no significant difference between learners' ability
as determined by teacher rankings and learners' overall LLS use score. Significant
differences were found, however, within speaking strategies, with a p-value of .0057.
Table 19 demonstrates the ANCOVA results of learners' ability on their overall
LLS pre-test scores, and Table 20 shows results of the ANCOVA for the overall LLS
post-test scores.
Table 19
Analysis of Covariance for Ability on LLSQ Pre-test
Source
Model
Group
Ability
Group * Ability
School
Error

Df

4
1
1
1
1
180

Sum of Squares
.63
.09
.11
.01
.27
23.04

Mean Square
.16
.09
.11
.01
.27
.13

F value
1.22
.70
.89
.08
2.15

p-value
.3034
.4044
.3461
.7808
.1446
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Table 20
Analysis ofCovariance for Ability on LLSQ Post-test
Source
Model
Group
Ability
Group * Ability
School
Error

Df

4
1
1
1
1
175

Sum of Squares
.53
.32
.01
.00
.16
18.57

Mean Square
.13
.32
.01
.00
.16
.11

F value
1.26
3.01
.11
.00
1.53

p-value
.2884
.0845
.7437
.9618
.2182

Effects of Ability on Use of ASWE
Quantitative Data. Table 21 illustrates findings of the ANCOVA to determine
the effects of ability on the use of ASWE. No significant differences between ability and
the use of metacognition occur. The mean scores of each strategy indicate that faster
learners report that they do not use these strategies as much as the slower learners.
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Table 21
Summary of Effects of Ability on Use of Metacognitive Strategies
Variable

Fast
learners
3.18

Slow learners

p-value

"How often do you evaluate
3.37
ns
what you are trying to
accomplish in your language
learning activities?" score
2.84
ns
"How often do you
2.93
consciously identify what
LLS you are using or
applying in your language
learning activities?" score
ns
2.85
3.16
"How often do you ask
yourself how well your LLS
are working?" score
ns
2.70
3.01
"How often do you use
different or additional
strategies when what you
were doing is not working
well?" score
l=never, 2=less than once a week, 3=1-2 times a day,
Scale
4=once a day, 5=several times a day
Note, ns - no significant difference
/?<.05
In summary, ability rankings, as determined by the teachers, do not seem to
predict the degree to which learners use LLS and metacognition, specifically ASWE, and
slower learners report that they use these strategies more than faster learners.
The above results were triangulated with other data by running an ANCOVA of
teacher ranking scores with other items on the ASWE LLQ for learners in the
experimental group. Table 22 summarizes these results.
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Table 22
Summary of Effects of Ability on Metacognition
Variable

Fast
learners

Slow learners

p-value

"Do you feel you are aware
.0241
2.20
of how you best learn your
2.39
mission language?" score
1 =not aware, 2=somewhat aware, 3=very aware
Scale
"How often do you think
.0061
3.13
you'll use ASWE in the
2.52
field?" score
Scale:
l=never, 2=less than once a week, 3=1-2 times a week,
4=at least once a day, 5=several times a day
"How important is the
.0088
2.89
ASWE process to you?"
2.38
score
1 =not important at all, 2=slightly important, 3=important,
Scale:
4=very important, 5=extremely important
"How helpful has the
.0191
ASWE process been in your
2.69
2.27
language learning?" score
Scale:
l=not helpfu I at all, 2=slightly helpful, 3=helpful,
4=very
helpful, 5=extremely helpfu
Note. p<.05
As shown on Table 22, fast learners indicate that they are aware of how they best
learn their language with a mean score of 2.39, while the slower learners report an
average score of 2.20. The significant difference between these scores is .0241. The data
suggest that faster learners are more aware of how they learn best than slower learners.
Slower learners report that they plan to use ASWE in the field more often than
faster learners. The slower learners report they will use ASWE with an average score of
3.13, while the fast learners report they will use ASWE at 2.5 with a level of significance
of .0061. In addition, the slower learners feel that ASWE is more important than the
faster learners, with a significance value of .0088. In response to the question, "How
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helpful has the ASWE process been in your language learning?", the slow learners tend
to value ASWE more, with mean scores producing a significant difference of .0191.
Research Question #3: Effects of Learners' Perceptions ofASWE on
Independent Use of Metacognition
Effects of Perceptions on Use of ASWE
Quantitative Results. A chi-square procedure was used to determine significant
differences between mean scores of learners' perceptions of ASWE (as measured by
items on the ASWE LLQ) and their use of metacognition and language learning
strategies among high-users and low-users in the experimental group. Tables 23 through
27 summarize the results.
Table 23
Chi-square for Perceived Importance of ASWE
How important is the ASWE process to you?
Low-users
Response
High-users
5.41%
Not important at all
10.53%
Slightly important
56.76%
26.32%
Important
32.43%
36.84%
5.41%
Very important
18.42%
0%
Extremely important
7.89%
Chi-square value
10.4900
p-value
.0329
p<.05
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Table 24
Chi-square for Perceived Importance of Metacognition
How important do you think monitoring, evaluating, and assessing
your language learning is?
Low-users
Response
High-users
0%
Not important at all
5.41%
Slightly important
2.70%
8.11%
Important
40.54%
21.62%
Very important
48.65%
48.65%
Extremely important
8.11%
16.22%
Chi-square value
11.7951
p-value
.1606
p<.05
Table 25
Chi-square for Perceived Helpfulness of AS WE
How helpful has the AS WE process been in your language
learning?
Response
Low-users
High-users
Not helpful at all
8.11%
13.16%
Slightly helpful
56.76%
34.21%
Helpful
35.14%
36.84%
Very helpful
0%
15.79%
Extremely helpful
0%
0%
Chi-square value
%A[076
p-value
.0383
p<.05
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Table 26
Chi-square for Perceived Future Use ofASWE
How often do you think you'll use AS WE in the field?
Low-users
Response
High-users
Never
15.79%
0%
37.84%
Less than once a week
31.58%
43.24%
1-2 times a week
31.58%
10.81%
At least once a day
15.79%
Several times a day
8.11%
5.26%
Chi-square value
7.31 32
.1202
p-value
p<.05
The chi-square analysis suggests significance in two perception areas: 1) The
importance of ASWE, with a chi-square p-value of .0329, and 2) How helpful the ASWE
process has been in language learning, with a chi-square p-value of .0383. An additional
chi-square procedure was run to determine the significance of learners' use of ASWE on
their perception of the value of ASWE. The results showed no significant differences.
Table 27 demonstrates the learners' changing perception of the value of the AS WE
process.
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Table 27
Chi-square for Perceptions of the Value of ASWE
Which of the following best describes your perception of ASWE?
Low-users
High-users
Response
11.43%
15.79%
At the beginning of my MTC training, I DIDN'T see
much value in the ASWE process. Now at the end of
my MTC training, I still DON'T see much value in it.
68.57%
At the beginning of my MTC training, I DIDN'T see
57.89%
much value in the ASWE process. Now at the end of
my MTC training, I DO see some value in it.
5.71%
At the beginning of my MTC training, I DID see value
0%
in the ASWE process. Now at the end of my MTC
training, I DON'T see value in it.
14.29%
At the beginning of my MTC training, I DID see value
26.32%
in the ASWE process. Now at the end of my MTC
training, I still DO see some value in it.
4.0372
Chi-square value
p-value
.2575
p<.05
Qualitative Results. Qualitative data offer added insight into the experimental
group's overall perceptions about ASWE. The following results come from responses by
learners in the experimental group to particular items on the ASWE LLQ that address
their perceptions toward ASWE.
Figure 3 illustrates learners' perceptions of the importance of monitoring,
evaluating, and assessing language learning. Two percent of the learners find it not at all
important, 5% find it slightly important, 30% find it important, 50% find it very
important, and 13% find it extremely important. Overall, 98% of the learners feel that
monitoring, evaluating, and assessing their language learning is important to some
degree.
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Figure 3. Learners' Perceptions of the Importance of Monitoring, Evaluating, and
Assessing Language Learning.

Figure 4 represents the change in learners' overall perception of AS WE over the
course of their language training.

Figure 4. Learners' Perceptions of the Value of AS WE.
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As demonstrated in Figure 4, 14% of the learners do not see value in ASWE,
while 86%o do see value in ASWE. Four percent demonstrate a negative changing
perception of ASWE by reporting that at first they did see value in ASWE, but now they
do not. Sixty-five percent demonstrate a positive change in perceptions of ASWE by
acknowledging that at first they did not see value in ASWE, but now they do see its
value.
Figure 5 illustrates the experimental group's overall perception of how helpful
ASWE was in their language learning.

Figure 5. Learners' Response to "How Helpful Has the ASWE Process Been in Your
Language Learning?"

Ten percent of the learners say ASWE was not helpful at all, while 42% feel
ASWE was slightly helpful, 38% feel it was helpful, 9% feel ASWE was very helpful,
and 1% feel it was extremely helpful. Overall, 90%> feel ASWE was helpful in their
language learning.
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Conclusion
The differences in responses reported in this chapter illustrate the variety of
responses to ASWE and the use of LLS. Further discussion of these results and
implications for potential subsequent analysis is required, and will be discussed in
Chapter 5.

CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the results obtained in an effort to answer
the three research questions found in Chapter 2. These questions address the effects of a
technology-stimulated metacognitive process, coined in this context as the "ASWE"
process (Appendix H), on the independent use of metacognitive language learning
strategies (LLS). In addition, this chapter includes a discussion of implications of future
program design, limitations of this study, suggestions for future research, and general
conclusions regarding computer assisted language learning (CALL) and metacognition.
This chapter will discuss the results in terms of the following null hypotheses
represented in Chapter 2:
1) There is no effect of the metacognitive process on the computer in promoting
independent, self-directed use of metacognitive strategies.
2) There are no differences between slow and fast learners in how often these different
learners use language learning strategies and ASWE.
3) There is no effect of learners' perceptions about ASWE on their independent use of
metacognitioa
Null Hypothesis §1:
No Effect of Computer-stimulated ASWE on Independent Use of ASWE
Occurrence of ASWE Screens
Before discussing the effects of the metacognitive training intervention on CALL
implemented in this study, a discussion regarding the learners' response to the
intervention is pertinent to the interpretation of the results. The data show that there were
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few significant differences between learners' exposure to ASWE on CALL and learners'
use of LLS. A focus group with randomly selected learners revealed that this involuntary
appearance of the LLS Reference Screens (Appendix G) had an affective impact on
learners' attitudes about LLS and the automatic ASWE screens (Appendix H) that
appeared during the course of learners' CALL instruction. Learners reported that they
felt the ASWE screens appeared too often. They did not distinguish between the
occurrence of the Reference Screens and the ASWE Screens.
Although the ASWE screens appeared as often as programmed to appear, the
Reference Screens, which were designed to be accessed voluntarily and deliberately,
appeared involuntarily due to a computer bug that defaulted to the LLS icon. The
learners as a whole evidently thought the exposure was "too much." For this reason, the
learners' responses to how often they use ASWE and intend to use ASWE in the field, as
well as their current perceptions regarding ASWE, could be tainted by a negative
perception of the too frequent and involuntary exposure to the LLS Reference Screens.
Independent Use of LLS
The data reveal that there are no significant differences between the learners' use
of independent LLS and learners' use of the automatic ASWE screens. Learners who
used the ASWE screens the most (high-users), did not score significantly higher on their
self-reported use of LLS than the low-users, nor did they score significantly higher than
the non-users.
The lack of significant differences between learners' use of the ASWE screens
and their independent use of language learning strategies suggests two points worth
noting. First, the data suggest that learners' exposure to ASWE does not have a
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significant impact on their use of language learning strategies. Second, the lack of
significant differences emphasizes the point that groups are reporting their use of LLS
differently from each other. The non-users seem to inflate their responses as to how often
they use particular LLS. This is evidenced by the fact that the overall mean scores of the
non-users are in some cases higher than the low-users group, as well as the high-users.
Because a question exists regarding whether learners are able to accurately selfreport their use of LLS, self-reporting questionnaires may not be the most effective
method to gather data regarding what language learners are actually doing while learning
their second language. Self-reporting questionnaires yield interesting qualitative
information that provides valuable triangulated data; however, other methods should
additionally be employed to gather information regarding learners' use of LLS and
metacognition, two constructs that are difficult to accurately measure. This emphasizes
the relevance and potential of using computers to track information regarding which LLS
learners are using, and what they are actually doing while learning their language on
CALL. One suggestion for ensuring greater validity in learners' responses to the AS WE
screens is to have learners talk through their responses to the ASWE screens in the
microphone on the headset to ensure thoughtful responses to the screens, and to
triangulate data obtained via the Access database.
It should be noted, however, that in most strategy categories, the high-users group
did report using LLS more than the low-users and non-users groups, although the
differences are mostly insignificant.
While overall language learning strategy use in relation to the LLS training on
CALL appeared to be non-significant, the listening strategies category was significant
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with a p-value of .0246, and reading and speaking were marginally significant, with pvalues of .0560 and .0552, respectively. This indicates that perhaps these learners as a
whole need additional assistance and direction in these areas, and are more receptive to
suggestions for help in improving their listening, speaking, and reading skills.
Differences in Scores of Self-reported LLS use between Pre- and Post-test
Administrations
The results of Table 8 indicate that there are no significant differences between
the pre- and post-test administrations of the LLSQ (Appendix C). It is interesting to take
a closer look at the average scores by group at face value, however. The high users show
greater increase of strategy use from the pre-test to the post-test in the areas of listening,
speaking, reading, grammar, language tasks, spiritual and mental preparation, and the
overall LLS score than the low-users and non-users. Low-users showed greater increase
of strategy use from pre-test to post-test in the areas of vocabulary and discussions. The
non-users showed greater increase in the area of writing. The mean scores suggest that
the high-users increased in their use of strategies more than the low-users and non-users,
although the p-values obtained between the pre- and post-test among groups were
insignificant.
Number of Different Strategies Elicited By Each Group In Response To Open-ended
Question on the LLSQ
Although the control group reports using LLS more often than the experimental
group, as evidenced by the reported means on the LLSQ, the experimental group
collectively listed more of a variety of LLS than the control group (see Appendix J). This
suggests two things that potentially impact the future implementation of LLS training on
the computer, and will be discussed below.
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First, this indicates that there is some value in the ASWE training program that
exposed learners to a number of different strategies, and encouraged the use of a variety
of different strategies. The learners in the experimental group on the whole seem to have
a wider variety of strategies that they are aware of and use in their language learning.
Second, this demonstrates the inherent limitations of a self-reporting instrument
regarding learners' use of LLS to gather information. Learners in the control group seem
to inflate their responses while learners in the experimental group may deflate thenscores due to their ability to more accurately report LLS use because they have been
made consciously aware of their strategy use. This augmented awareness of LLS use
may in fact impact the scores obtained on the LLSQ. Learners who are not as aware of
their learning probably are not equipped with the ability to accurately report their use of
LLS, while learners who are more aware of their learning may report less use of LLS
because they are more aware of their actual use.
Results of ASWE LLQ Compared with Use ofASWE Screens
The results of the ANOVA to determine significant differences between the use of
the ASWE screens and the use of ASWE independent of the computer suggest that the
metacognitive training on the computer induces learners to be more critical in their
evaluation of their use of ASWE. Learners who did not have exposure to ASWE perhaps
elevate their self-reported response to how often they use ASWE in their language
learning in comparison to their actual use. On the other hand, high-users of the ASWE
screens in the experimental group relate that they use ASWE in their language learning
less often than the non-users. The low users claim to use ASWE somewhere in between
the high users and the non-users.
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This suggests that there seems to be some value, then, in metacognitive training in
that the learners who are exposed to the metacognitive training are able to more
accurately report their actual use of AS WE, versus their assumed use of AS WE, after
having training. Learners are more critical of their use of AS WE when they have more
exposure to it on the computer.
In summary, learners who are trained in metacognition are better equipped to
accurately assess their learning. More specifically, these learners are able to more
accurately report how well they are doing and determine whether changes in their
learning need to take place to make their learning more effective.
Qualitative Response to "What do you Attribute your Increase of Awareness to?"
While learners in both the control group and the experimental group reported that
their awareness increased during their training at the Missionary Training Center (MTC),
an analysis of their open-ended response to what they attribute this increase in awareness
to differ substantially. Thirteen percent of the learners in the control group attribute the
increase of their awareness of their learning to metacognitive factors, while 49% in the
experimental group attribute their increase of awareness to metacognitive factors.
This suggests that the metacognitive strategy training on the computer had an
influence not only on learners' increased awareness of their use of LLS and
metacognition, but also on their meta-knowledge about what caused this increase of
awareness. It is relevant that the control group exhibits less metacognitive strategies as
the cause of their increase of awareness compared to the experimental group. The
experimental group's deliberate attribution of their increased awareness to metacognitive

strategies suggest that they were influenced by their exposure to the metacogmtive
process on the computer.
These results reveal the relevance of instituting a metacognitive process on the
computer. Several learners seemed to have learned something about their learning based
on the training in metacognitive strategies and the AS WE process in general.
Null Hypothesis #2:
No Effect of Learners' Ability on Learners' Use of LLS andASWE
Results indicate that learners' ability to learn a second language does not seem to
predict how much learners use the ASWE process on the computer, or how often they
will use LLS.
The results of the ANCOVA show that no significant difference occurs between
learners' ability and their independent use of LLS, with the exception of the speaking
strategies category. This demonstrates that perhaps the speaking strategies are more
ostensible to the teachers because of the productive nature of speaking tasks, and the
teachers associate ability with learners' ability to speak the second language. In
addition, it is important to note that some teachers may have rated their learners' abilities
on more than simply their ability to learn the language, as they were instructed. Rather,
some teachers may have ranked learners on their motivation, dedication, and attitude
towards learning the language, for example, versus the learners' performance and ability.
For this reason, significant differences may not have emerged between the teacher
rankings and learners' use of LLS.
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Effects of Ability on Learner's Independent Use of AS WE
There are no significant differences between learners' use of metacognitive strategies
and their ability to learn their second language as measured by averaged rankings of
learners' teachers. A comparison of the mean scores between the fast learners and the
slow learners, however, shows that slower learners indicate that they are using these
metacognitive strategies more than the faster learners. Parallel results were found by
Kruger and Dunning (1999) in their comparison of learners' perceived ability and actual
performance on tests. They found that participants overestimated their perceived ability
and perceived test scores in comparison to their actual test scores. The high scorers
underestimated their abilities, while the lower scorers overestimated their abilities. It
seems evident in both Kruger and Dunning's research and the study currently being
reported that learners are generally unskilled in their ability to accurately assess their
performance. With training, however, learners are able to more accurately report their
perceived performance.
The response to how aware the learners feel they are about their language learning
indicate that faster learners are more aware of how they learn best than slower learners,
even though the slower learners report using more metacognitive strategies when asked to
respond to each metacognitive strategy independently.
In addition to the comparison of learners' ability to learn the language with their
self-reported use of metacognitive strategies, some interesting differences surfaced
between learners' ability and their perceptions about ASWE.
Slower learners report that they plan to use ASWE in the field more often than
faster learners. This has relevance to the idea that perhaps slower learners believe they

need ASWE more than the faster learners. On the other hand, these data could possibly
suggest again that slower learners do not really know how often they will use ASWE in
the field, and, as a result, inflate their responses.
Another interesting point to consider in comparing learners' perceptions of
ASWE with their ability deals with the learners' perceptions of the importance of ASWE.
The slower learners report that they feel that ASWE is more important than do the faster
learners. This possibly indicates that slower learners feel more of a need to procure and
accept additional help to assist them in their struggle to acquire a second language. On
the other hand, slower learners could once again be inflating their responses, simply
because they are unaware of how they feel about ASWE.
In response the question, "How helpful has the ASWE process been in your language
learning?" the data show that slower learners feel ASWE has been more helpful than the
faster learners. Faster language learners report that they value the importance of ASWE
less than the slower learners, which gives indication as to why the faster learners claim to
not use ASWE as much, and ultimately feel that ASWE has not been as helpful to them
in comparison to those who place more value on it.
Null Hypothesis #3:
No Effect of Learner Perceptions of ASWE on Use of ASWE
The chi-square procedure revealed significant differences between high- and lowusers' perceptions of ASWE in the areas of how important ASWE is and how helpful the
ASWE process had been in their language learning. This reveals that exposure to the
ASWE screens affects learners' perceptions regarding the importance and helpfulness of
ASWE, which validates future implementation of ASWE on CALL.
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Regardless of whether the learners' perceptions of ASWE had an effect on their
use of ASWE, there was a definite change in perception for the experimental group,
which was, for the most part, a positive change in perception. This strengthens the case
for further implementation of metacognitive training on CALL. Consideration of the
overall positive perceptions demonstrated by missionaries' responses to ASWE on the
LLQ offers encouragement to further develop the concept of metacognitive training on
CALL. It is encouraging to consider the endless possibilities associated with integrating
language learning strategy instruction into CALL.
Implications for Instituting Metacognitive Training on CALL
The results obtained in this study regarding learners' general increase of
awareness in learning and use of strategies provide encouragement to replicate this study
with some modifications. Some salient recommendations to consider when instituting a
metacognitive training intervention on CALL are discussed below.
First, effective presentation of LLS and the metacognitive process instruction is
crucial. The presentation of metacognition and LLS needs to be interesting, motivating,
and capture learners' attention. It needs to stimulate learners' interest that will be
sustained throughout learners' CALL experience. It needs to interest learners from the
very beginning of their CALL exposure.
In addition, the exposure to the metacognitive process needs to be as least
intrusive as possible. One way to get around this is to give language learners some
control over when and how these screens appear. Learners need to have some control
over the frequency and timing of when the metacognitive process screens appear on the
software program. If the learners perceive that the screens appearing are disruptive to

their learning (i.e., appearing in the middle of a language learning activity), they could
develop a negative perception of not only the computer instruction program, but also of
the importance and relevance of the concept being instructed. Learners should, then,
have the option of choosing to respond to the automatic ASWE screens at a later time
(i.e., at the conclusion of their lab session) if they feel disrupted by the appearance of the
screens. Also, learners could be given the option to choose how often the ASWE screens
appear during their CALL lab session. Allowing the learner to have more control over
the frequency and timing of when the ASWE screens appear would allow more learner
control, and contribute to the goal of providing training that fits the individual needs of
the learners.
Second, learners need to be converted to the concept of metacognition and LLS
before instruction in CALL. More specifically, learners need to understand the
importance and intent of the metacognitive training right from the start. Because the
concept of metacognition and LLS is foreign to most new language learners, the concepts
and processes involved need to be plainly taught to be most effective—not left
completely to the learners to inductively figure out.
In this case, a computer-programmed tutorial cannot necessarily take the place of
a teacher reminding and reinforcing learners of the process, purpose, and relevance of
using LLS and metacognition to promote self-directed and autonomous learning. This
idea is reinforced by Hubbard (2002) when he asserts that "we [as teachers] should not
release our students into powerful learning environments unprepared" (p. 4). Even a
detailed tutorial programmed on the computer must be carefully developed and
reinforced by teachers to be most effective.
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In addition, it is important to consider the different needs and preferences of the
learners for whom a computer program is developed so as to make informed decisions
regarding the details of the customized computer program. Some learners prefer the
process to be reinforced and ostensible aside from the computer program itself in order
for them to develop autonomous use of LLS and metacognition. Other learners, on the
other hand, prefer that the instruction be subtle and completely integrated into their
CALL instruction. Recognizing the needs and preferences of the learners is important
when instituting such a program into CALL.
Finally, constant awareness of proper functioning of the computer program is
vital. It is important to remain constantly aware of how the program is working, i.e.
whether the computer program is working smoothly with minimal technological
problems. Problems with the technology can potentially have a negative affective impact
on the learners' perceptions of the computer program instructing in LLS and
metacognition. Negative perceptions of the computer program can potentially cause
learners to associate a negative perception of 1) the usefulness of the metacognitive
process being instructed; and 2) the importance of the general concept of LLS and
metacognition as a whole.
Limitations
1)

Learners' ability was determined strictly by averaging the learners' teacher
rankings. In past studies conducted by the Research and Evaluation Department at
the MTC, teacher rankings have correlated highly with learners' outcome
performance. It should be taken into consideration, however, that the teacher
rankings of learners' level of ability are subjective in nature, and may not have
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captured some essential elements of learner ability that could have potentially yielded
significant differences in the analysis of learner ability on use of LLS and AS WE.
2)

The fact that computer technology was employed to gather data for this research
presupposes that some technology problems would arise in both the presentation of
the intervention and the gathering of data. Considering the "computer bug" that
activated the LLS Reference Screens and tainted the learners' perception of the
ASWE process, the overall results of the data indicate that some positive things came
out of the study. The results obtained in response to learners' general increase of
awareness of their learning and use of strategies provide encouragement to replicate
this study with some modifications.

3)

Learners used in this study are missionaries for The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, and are generally highly motivated to learn their language.
Because of their general positive attitude about their purpose for learning the
language, primarily to teach the gospel to native Spanish speakers, their perceptions
regarding their language training could have impacted their responses to their selfreport of LLS and ASWE use, as well as their general perceptions regarding ASWE.

4)

The ASWE process programmed to appear on the computer was targeted for
native English speakers learning a second language, such as Spanish, on Technologyassisted Language Learning computer software. Information regarding the effect of
this training on non-native English speakers is not determined.

5)

Self-reporting instruments in the form of questionnaires and computer prompts
constitute the data studied in this research. Data regarding learners' actual use of
LLS and metacognition is limited to the data learners themselves provide.
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Suggestions for Further Research
The attempt to train language learners in metacognition and LLS while engaged in
CALL is in its primitive stages. Because technological advancements will continue to
emerge in the language learning circuit, the objective pursued in this study is a worthy
cause. There are some modifications that should be made before replicating this study,
however, and additional areas of study not researched in this study could potentially be
investigated. Five areas of future research not addressed in this study are listed below.
First, students learning different languages should be assessed to discover whether
a difference in the language being taught has an effect on learners' use of the ASWE
program on CALL. More specifically, learners of languages of varying difficulty should
be tested to see whether differences in use of ASWE occurs between learners of difficult
and less difficult languages exist. Current use of TALL in language training at the MTC
include Spanish, Portuguese, Russian, Japanese, and French (currently being piloted).
Investigating the effects of computer-based metacognitive training on different languages
would assist in the future development of metacognitive training on TALL for a variety
of different language learners.
Second, more attention to the effects of learner differences on learners' use of
metacognition and LLS should be investigated. Learners' motivation should be
accounted for when measuring learners' use of LLS and metacognition. Additional areas
of potential exploration are learners' attitudes, self-efficacy, and learning styles.
Third, more attention to learners' actual abilities to use the language, aside from
teachers' subjective rankings, should be obtained, and then compared with use of ASWE
and LLS. Using the computer database to track individual learners' progress is one
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method that could be used to gather information about learners' language abilities.
Additional language tests could provide information about learner ability as well.
A fourth consideration for future research is the area of how missionaries would
respond if given more control over the frequency and amount of exposure to the ASWE
training during their CALL experience. An investigation of how often missionaries
would access the Reference Screens and the ASWE process voluntarily would be an
interesting consideration for the future development of implementing a metacognitive
strategy training on the computer.
A fifth potential area of further research is the question of how learners'
experience would change with more teacher involvement. Would learners be more likely
to utilize the training independently with teacher reinforcement? Or could a LLS training
program be effective enough independent of teacher reinforcement, which has
implications on future development of distance learning CALL programs.
There are endless possibilities in the area of CALL research integrated with LLS
and metacognition training.
Conclusions
The results of this research echo and support the data obtained by Kruger and
Dunning (1999) regarding lower learners' use of metacognition. Just as the lower scoring
learners in Kruger and Dunning's study were more apt to inflate their scores and
overestimate their success, the slower learners in this study currently being reported
followed a similar pattern evidenced by the results of the elevated scores on the LLSQ.
How do the results of this study contribute to the existing knowledge of CALL
and metacognition in language learning? Results of this study suggest that implementing
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metacognitive training on CALL has the potential to improve learners' awareness of their
learning and knowledge of possible language learning strategies to employ when
acquiring a second or foreign language. In addition, there are several implications as to
why CALL should be used to instruct language learners in LLS and metacognition.
First, CALL is potentially an effective environment to provide strategy training.
Cohen (1998) exerts that strategy training is most effective when integrated into language
lessons versus isolated LLS training. CALL software provides a setting for integration of
strategy training into language lessons. In addition, because the goal of strategy training
is to promote self-directed learning, CALL is an ideal environment for learners to apply
independent use of LLS and metacognition while engaged in language learning lessons.
Second, CALL potentially provides a stimulating, motivating environment for
language learners to direct their individual learning process. Learners are able to try new
self-directed approaches tailored to their learning styles and preferences. CALL
facilitates self-directed learning, and offers the possibility of allowing learners to have
some control over their learning process. CALL is a controlled environment, which has
the potential to enhance learners' metacognition through guided practice of metacognitive
strategies (Zheng, 1998). Finally, CALL can be an effective way to expose learners to
metacognitive strategies and promote learner autonomy.
Third, CALL is suitable for conducting research on LLS and metacognition, two
constructs that are not easily measured. Computers provide opportunities to collect data
in an unobtrusive way for such objectives as observing learners' LLS use and
metacognition. In addition, computers have the capability of recording learners'
processes while engaged in language learning tasks, such as the metacognitive routine
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instituted in this study. Computers can also track the amount of time users spend on a
particular task or activity.
For these reasons, CALL is an effective tool to 1) instruct learners in LLS and
metacognition, and 2) to conduct on-going evaluations of what learners are doing while
engaged in the learning process. These assessments will provide informative data that
can be used to continue to develop language learning programs that promote independent,
life-long learners.
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APPENDIX A
Consent to be a Research Subject
As you are studying Spanish as part of your mission call, you have been randomly
selected to participate in research at the MTC on the language learning process. Heidi
Hyte and Brian Kohler, MTC employees and graduate students at BYU, are conducting
this research project.
As a participant in this study, you will be exposed to different types of language training
tools and programs during your normal MTC training schedule. You will also be asked
to complete questionnaires, participate in language skill assessments, and answer
questions in interviews and focus groups. Your classes and labs will also be periodically
observed.
There may be minimal risks, discomforts, or benefits associated with participation in this
study. Participation in this study is voluntary and you may refuse to participate or
withdraw at any time without penalty. Your identity and answers will be held strictly
confidential, with names replaced by control numbers.
If you have any questions regarding this research project you may contact Heidi Hyte at
378-3709 in MTC 18M-130, Brian Kohler at 378-5620 in MTC 18M-105, or Ric Ott,
Director of MTC Research and Evaluation, at 378-6999 in MTC 18M-131.
"I have read and understood the above consent, and desire of my own free
will to participate in this study."

Signature of Research Subject

Date
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APPENDIX B
MISSIONARY BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE
To help us learn more about you, please answer the following questions as
accurately and completely as you can. Your responses are confidential and will
not be shared with your teachers or other missionaries.
1. Please check one box to indicate whether you are an elder or sister missionary.
elder

sister

2. When did you enter the Missionary Training Center?

/

/

month / day / year
3. What second language are you learning at the MTC?
Spanish

French

German

Korean

Portuguese

Japanese

Russian

Mandarin

Italian

Other

4. How long have you been a member of the Church (number of years since baptism)?
Years since my baptism
5. Please check the box representing the highest level of school you have attended.
high School
less than 1 year of college
1 -2 years of college
3 or more years of college
college graduate
6. How much experience with foreign language(s) did you have before your mission?
Check one or more boxes in each column.
In your mission language
None
1 -2 years in jr/sr high school
Over 2 years in jr/sr high school
One or more college classes
Lived in a foreign country where
language was spoken
Language was spoken regularly in my
home

In other languages
None
1-2 years in jr/sr high school
Over 2 years in jr/sr high school
One or more college classes
Lived in a foreign country where
language was spoken
Language was spoken regularly in my
home
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7. How good would you say you are at school work? Check one box.
poor
fair
average
good
very good
exceptional
8. What previous experience have you had with missionary work? Check all that apply.
none
missionary preparation course in your stake or ward
missionary preparation course in college or institute
splits with the missionaries
shared the gospel with a nonmember/less active friend or family member
short-term mission
9. How much of the standard works did you read before your mission? Check one box
for each Standard Work.
read less
than half
of it

read
none

read
more
than half

of it

read all
once

read all
more
than

once

The Book of Mormon
The Doctrine & Covenants
The Pearl of Great Price
The Old Testament
The New Testament
10. How challenging is it for you to learn your mission language? Circle one number.
very
challenging

1 2
|
|

3
|

4
|

5
|

6
|

7 very
| easy

11. How much experience have you had with computers? Check one box for each item.
none
some a lot
E-mail
Internet
Computer Games
Word Processing
Educational Programs
Creating and Using Spreadsheets
Computer Programming
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Instructions: For each item below, indicate how confident you feel about doing
that task by placing a letter from the following key, which best represents your
confidence, in the blank next to the item number.
A = I am 100% confident that I can do it.
B = I am confident that I can do most of it.
C = I am confident that I can accomplish it about halfway.
D = I am confident that I can do it a little bit, but not very well.
E = I am confident that I can't do it at all.

12.

You have a list of 50 vocabulary words to learn in the next hour.

13.

I can think of at least 5 different strategies that I could use to learn the list
of 50 vocabulary words.

14.

I am faced with learning a new difficult grammar principle today.

15.

When learning the language, I can identify what I am trying to
accomplish.

16.

When I can't understand everything being said to me in Spanish, I can
think of ways to help me understand so I don't get frustrated.

17.

I can identify when what I am doing to learn the language is not working
well.

18.

When I am having a hard time finding the words to explain myself in
Spanish, I can think of different ways to help me.

19.

I can correctly identify what strategies I am using to learn the language.

20.

I have an assignment to read and understand a chapter in the Book of
Mormon in Spanish.

21.

When what I am doing is not working, I can identify several other
strategies to help me accomplish what I am trying to do.

22.

I use my free study time effectively.

23.

I can monitor and evaluate my own learning.

24.

I can write a letter to my Mission President in Spanish.

107

APPENDIX C
Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire (LLSQ)

108
APPENDIX C
Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire
The purpose of this questionnaire is to help evaluate how often missionaries use different
language learning strategies to learn their mission language. For each section use the
following response key to indicate how often each statement applies to you. Record your
responses according to the provided key on the separate answer sheet. Please be as
honest as possible; there are no right or wrong answers. Read the instructions for each
section carefully!
A
B
C
D

=
=
=
=

Never
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

Section A: Language Study
When you study your mission language, how often do you use the following strategies?
1. I set goals for language learning (for example, what I want to learn each day or
how proficient I want to become in the language), and try to achieve those goals.
2. I study my mission language at a scheduled time each day.
3. I plan what I want to accomplish before I begin studying.
4. I record grammar principles, vocabulary words, or other important information
about the language in an organized way, such as in a language notebook.
5. When I study, I review material that I learned earlier.
6. I keep my body in motion while I am studying; for example, I move my arms and
hands, tap my feet, or get up and walk around.
7. I monitor how I learn by asking myself what strategies I am using, how well they
are working, and what else I could do.
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A
B
C
D

=
=
=
—

Never
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

Section B: Learning Language Tasks
When you need to prepare to perform a specific language task (such as making an
appointment), how often do you use the following strategies?
8. I think through the task in my mind and figure out what I might need to say and
how to say it.
9. I identify and learn vocabulary and phrases that can be used to accomplish the
task.
10.I identify and study sentence patterns and grammar rules that are useful in
accomplishing the task.
11.I listen to a model of a native speaker doing the task.

12. If the task involves interacting with other people (such as asking for a referral), I
try to predict the other person's responses and determine in advance how I would
respond to them.
13. If the language task involves interacting with other people, I practice doing it with
another person.
14.I practice doing the task in several different contexts, for example, with persons
representing investigators, members, or other missionaries.

Section C: Speaking
When speaking your mission language with another person, how often do you use the
following strategies?
15.I try to do as many of my daily activities as possible in my mission language.
16.I initiate conversations in my mission language and actively participate in the
conversation.
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A
B
C
D

=
=
=
=

Never
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

17.I take risks and try not to let fear of making mistakes keep me from speaking the
language.
18.I try to find ways to use grammar rules I have learned and new vocabulary in my
everyday speech.
19.I keep track of things I don't know how to say, and find out how to say them later.
20. When I don't know how to say something in the mission language, I try to say it
another way for example, describing an object if I don't know the exact word for
it.
21.I imitate the pronunciation and intonation of native speakers or other proficient
speakers of the language.
22. When I hear a new word or phrase, I repeat it to myself several times, actually
moving my lips, until I can pronounce it correctly.

Section D: Listening
When listening to another person who is speaking your mission language (either in
person or on a recording), how often do you use the following strategies?
23.I listen for main ideas without trying to understand every word I hear.
24.I use my knowledge of the context and situation to figure out what the other
person is saying.
25.I listen for familiar sounding words or words that I recognize.
26.I try to guess the meaning of unfamiliar words from the context.
27. When I don't understand what the other person is saying, I ask him or her to
repeat or slow down.
28.I make a note of things I hear native speakers say and incorporate them into my
own speech.

Ill

A = Never
B = Sometimes
C = Frequently
D = Always

Section E: Reading
When reading something in your mission language, how often do you use the
following strategies?
29.I read from the Book of Mormon or other scriptures in the language.
30.I read out loud in the language.
31.I look for cognates (words that are similar to English words) to help me
understand the meaning of a passage.
32. When I don't understand a word, I try to figure out the meaning from the context
of the sentence or paragraph instead of looking up the word.
33.I pay attention to parts of speech, sentence patterns, or word endings that might
give clues about the meaning.
34.I read a passage several times until I can understand it.

Section F: Writing
When writing something in your mission language, how often do you use the following
strategies?
35.I write vocabulary words repeatedly or do written exercises and drills.
36.I write everyday things in the language (such as letters, notes, journal entries,
etc.).

37.I go back and revise what I have written in the language or have someone else
help me revise it.
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A
B
C
D

=
=
=
=

Never
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

Section G: Learning Grammar
How often do you use the following strategies to improve your understanding or use of
grammar principles ?
38. I look for new patterns in the language as I read it or hear it spoken.
39. I look for examples of patterns that I am already familiar with.
40. I break sentences down into their grammatical parts such as subject, verb, and
word endings.
41. I practice using grammar rules in spoken drills and exercises until I can apply the
rules accurately and consistently.
42. I make up my own pattern practices and exercises to practice using language
rules.
43. When I encounter a new situation, I try to apply rules I have already learned.
44. I analyze grammar rules for similarities and differences with my native language.

Section H: Learning Vocabulary
How often do you use the following strategies to learn or remember vocabulary?
45. I try to learn new vocabulary words in context (i.e. from speech or written text)
rather than as isolated words or lists.
46. I remember new words by associating them with similar-sounding English words.
47. I use mental pictures or images to remember new words.
48. I try to learn words in meaningful groups (e.g. foods, gospel topics, words with a
similar grammar feature, etc.).
49. When learning a new word, I put the word in a meaningful phrase or sentence to
help me remember it.

A
B
C
D

=
=
=
=

Never
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

50. I say or write new words repeatedly to learn them.
51.I try to learn new words and phrases by using them when I speak or write the
language.
52. I use flash cards that have vocabulary words and their meanings written on them.
53. I learn vocabulary by paying attention to words I read in books, messages, signs,
or other written sources around me.
54. I use reference materials such as glossaries or dictionaries to help me learn new
words.

Section I: Learning Missionary Discussions
When learning or presenting the missionary discussions in your mission language,
how often do you use the following strategies?
55. I learn an outline of the discussions (discussion titles, principle titles, and
paragraph headings).
56. I learn the meaning of each paragraph, for example, by reading the paragraph for
the main ideas, looking up unfamiliar words, or translating the paragraph into
English.
57. I memorize the entire discussion text word for word so I can present it from
memory.
58. I memorize important words, phrases, and/or sentences from the discussions, but
not the entire text.
59. I practice saying each paragraph aloud many times until I can present it with only
occasional glances at the written text.
60. I write key words in the mission language alongside each paragraph and practice
saying the paragraph in my own words using the key words as prompts.
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B
C
D

=
=
=
=

Never
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

61. I practice presenting the discussion in a variety of contexts to different types of
investigators, to different age levels, to people with different types of concerns,
etc.
62. I teach the content of a discussion principle in my own words in a different format
(e.g. sacrament meeting talk, message for a street contact, and answer to
investigator's question).

Section J: Spiritual and Mental Preparation
How often do you use the following strategies to enhance your ability to learn your
mission language and draw upon the power of the Spirit?
63. I pray earnestly for the help of the Spirit and/or the gift of tongues to help me
learn my mission language.
64. I exercise faith by believing that the Lord will help me learn my mission
language.
65. When I feel stressed about learning the language, I try to relax by taking deep
breaths or by tensing and relaxing the muscles in my body.

66. I try to see the humorous side of learning my mission language and not get overanxious about it.
67. When I feel anxious or discouraged, I use positive self-talk by making
encouraging statements to myself in my mind to help me feel better.
68. I try to think in my mission language.
69. I look back at what I have accomplished in learning my mission language and try
to focus on the progress I have made.
70. I try to learn about the culture of the place where the language is spoken.
71. I record in my journal my feelings and experiences with language learning and
how the Lord has helped me learn the language.
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B
C
D

=
=
=
=

Never
Sometimes
Frequently
Always

Section K: General
72. What is the single activity or strategy that has been most helpful to you in
learning your mission language? Write your response in Write-in "Area "1 on the
front of your green answer sheet.

116

APPENDIX D
ASWE Language Learning Questionnaire (ASWE LLQ)
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APPENDIX D
Language Learning Questionnaire

Some language learners find it helpful to monitor how they are learning to see if they can find better
ways. Other learners do not find this helpful. Please answer the following items according to how
you feel about this issue.
Please respond to the following questions as honestly as possible. Circle only ONE response for each
item.

1.

How often do you evaluate what you are trying to accomplish in your language learning activities?
A = Never
B = Less than once a week
C = 1-2 times a week
D = Once a day
E = Several times a day

2.

How often do you consciously identify what language learning strategies you are using or applying in
your language learning activities?
A = Never
B = Less than once a week
C = 1-2 times a week
D = Once a day
E = Several times a day

3.

How often do you ask your self how well your language learning strategies are working?
A = Never
B = Less than once a week
C = 1-2 times a week
D = Once a day
E = Several times a day

4.

How often do you use additional or different strategies when what you were doing is not working
well?
A = Never
B = Less than once a week
C = 1-2 times a week
D = Once a day
E = Several times a day
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Please respond to the following questions as honestly as possible. Circle only ONE response for each
item.

5.

Do you feel that you are aware of how you best learn your mission language?
A. Not aware
B. Somewhat aware
C. Very aware

6.

How important do you think monitoring, evaluating, and assessing your language learning is?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

7.

Not important at all
Slightly important
Important
Very important
Extremely important

Do you use different language learning strategies now than you did at the beginning of your MTC
training?
A.
B.
C.
D.
8.

Definitely YES
Probably YES
Probably NO
Definitely NO

Do you feel that your awareness of how you learn language has increased during your training in
the MTC?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Definitely YES
Probably YES
Probably NO
Definitely NO

If YES, what do you attribute this change to?
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9.

In the motto "Sharpening ASWE Saw," what process does the acronym ASWE represent?
A-

__

S-

wE10. How important is the ASWE process to you?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Not important at all
Slightly important
Important
Very important
Extremely important

11. How often do you use ASWE in your language learning activities?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Never
Less than once a week
1-2 times a week
At least once a day
Several times a day

12. How helpful has the ASWE process been in your language learning?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Not Helpful at all
Slightly helpful
Helpful
Very helpful
Extremely helpful

13. How often do you think you'11use ASWE in the field?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Never
Less than once a week
1-2 times a week
At least once a day
Several times a day

14. Which of the following best describes your perception of ASWE? (Circle only ONE)
A. At the beginning of my MTC training, I didn't see much value in the ASWE process.
Now at the end of my MTC training, I still DON'T see much value in it.
B. At the beginning of my MTC training, I didn't see much value in the ASWE process.
Now at the end of my MTC training, I DO see some value in it.
C. At the beginning of my MTC training, I did see value in the ASWE process. Now at the
end of my MTC training, I DON'T see much value in it.
D. At the beginning of my MTC training, I did see much value in the ASWE process. Now
at the end of my MTC training, I still DO see some value in it.
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15. Please describe a specific situation where you used ASWE during the last week. Please include the
following information in your description:

The situation (What were you trying to accomplish?):

Initial language learning strategy (What strategy were you using?):

How effective the strategy was (How well was it working?):

Other strategies you considered using at that time (What else could you do?):

16. What specific suggestions do you have for future ASWE training at the MTC?
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APPENDIX E
MISSIONARY LANGUAGE LEARNING ABILITY RATING

Your responses to this survey are confidential and will not be shared with the
missionaries or with other teachers or supervisors at the MTC. You will not be
identified with the responses you give. When you have finished, please return this survey
to 18M-130. If we are not in this room, please slide it under the door. It is very
important you return this survey as soon as possible. Thank you.
Instructions: Attached is a list of the missionaries in your district. Please rank the
missionaries in order of their language learning ability according to the following
guidelines:
1. Write a "1" by the name of the missionary that you feel has the greatest
facility for learning the mission language; that is, the missionary who learns
the language most easily.
2. Write a "2" by the name of the missionary that you feel has the next greatest
facility for learning the language.
3. Write "3," "4," "5," and so on by the rest of the missionaries' names until you
have put a number by each name. Please do not make any ties. Each
missionary should have a different number.
4. When you finish, the missionaries should be ranked in the order of their
ability to learn the mission language. For example, if you have ten
missionaries in your class, there should be a "1" by the fastest learner and a
"10" by the slowest learner.

Rank

Name

ID
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APPENDIX F
Access Database
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APPENDIX G
Reference Screens
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APPENDIX G
Reference Screens
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129

130

131
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APPENDIX H
Automatic ASWE Screens
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Automatic ASWE Screens

134

135

APPENDIX I
Sample Responses to AS WE LLQ
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APPENDIX I

Response to item #8 on

ASWE Language Learning Questionnaire
Item #8: Do you feel that your awareness of how you learn language has
increased during your training in the MTC?
If YES, what do you attribute this change to?
DY = Definitely Yes
PY = Probably Yes
PN = Probably No
DN = Definitely No
Experimental Group
ID

Response
"If yes, what do you attribute this change to?"
___
PN
—
PN
PY
PY Calling attention to existence of strategies;
hearing strategies of other (examples); struggling with
my own strategies and wanting something better.
—
PN
DY
Actually knowing HOW to monitor my learning
processes, and actually knowing it helps.
DY
I've never pushed myself to learn Spanish before.
I've learned more in 2 months at the MTC than 1
remember from 2 years in high school.
PY
Mostly the ASWE program but not too far behind are
my teachers. They are extremely helpful.
DY
Because of all the emphasis on how to learn.
_
__
PN
PY
An actual desire for the knowledge and not just
figuring "it would come."
—
PN
—
PN
PY
Different learning styles of my companions and
different strategies being available to me.
DY
Actually going through the process of leaning a
language.
DN
N/A
PY
1 can now realize when something is not working for
me (my biggest problem before).
PY
Computers
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Experimental Group, Wave 1 (cntd.)
PN
DY
PY
PY
PY

DY
PN
PY
DY
DY
PN
PN
DY
DY

DY
PY
PN
DY
DY
DY
PY
DY
PY
DY
DY
PY

...

The computers
ASWE
Computer usage
I never used "Already Know" button so I was wasting
lots of time with words I knew—for vocab I don't know
exactly for anything else.
I think the computers because you can go at your
own pace.
—

Probably the Spirit. But also my desire to do better.
And the help of others.
ASWE program. Learning how my district learns
individually. Teachers' suggestions.
—
...
...

Those meetings and ASWE stuff. I just think about it
more on a conscious level.
Well, I think over the past months that I have found
out what wasn't working and that I would probably
use different strategies if I had to do this all over
again.
I feel SYL has helped me out a lot, also the computer.
I know I still have a long way to go.
The need to use the languagel. You forget things
easier if you don't.
—

Probably, the fact that my first strategies were failing,
and I noticed that change was needed.
The LLS program, but more than that, using some of
the ideas and experimenting on my own.
Everyday, I always think of how hard it will be in the
mission field.
If I didn't think I was learning as well as I'd like, I'd try
something different.
Trial and error; can't be afraid to try different ways to
find out which one works best.
Looking at what I'm doing and fixing what isn't
working.
HIS
I had a lot of time to evaluate it.
Trying to teach others the discussions.
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PY

PY
PY
DY
PN
DY
DY
PY
DY
PY
PY
DY

PY
PY

DY
DY
PY
PY
PY
PN
DN
DY
PY
DY

Experimental Group (cntd.)
I wanted to make language learning as easy as
possible so I looked for every way I could do that. I
decided what helped me most and have stuck with
those.
Myself, finding what works the best.
Comparison to others' progression
The amount of time spent speaking Spanish.
—

HSI
There are a lot more ways to learn—I have learned
many new ways.
Being made aware of learning how I learn through
these tests and presentations.
I attribute, the TALL program and trial and error.
The LLS survey that we had to do every day on the
computer. like it better when it came up more.
Never learned a language this in depth before.
The different ways we were told to study and just
trying one until I know which one works the best for
me.
Taking the time to stop and say, "What am I doing
and is it working?"
More or less the visits we got from you—It made
sense, but when I get so focused on working I don't
think to evaluate and strategize, which probably
would have helped me learn more.
Really, I have used many different strategies to help
me.
The idea that I need to speak the language because I
need to know it to teach.
Time, over the weeks I have found what works best.
ASWE program.
I would have to say that the ASWE process has had
the biggest affect on the change.
—
—

Trying new things.
I've been able to see what works best for me out of
many different ways to learn.
Partly ASWE and part the Holy Ghost.
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PY

PY
PY
DY
PY
DY
DY
DY
PY
—

PY
PY
DY
DY
DY

DY
DY
PY

DY
PY
DN
PN
DY
PY

PN
DY

Experimental Group (cntd.)
I'm not stressed out about having to be perfect when I
use the language. In all honestly, I say whatever
words seem to pop into my head, and they're words I
know, so I'm not just inventing words.
Experience
Throughout the weeks, when I realize something is
working, I try to do something else.
The comuters help a lot and this program also gives
us many options in how to learn a new language.
Struggling to learn the language.
My teachers.
Trying to figure out what I was doing wrong and then
changing it.
My teachers, charlas, lab.
Ways that didn't work and more things are working
better.
All the things you all said about ASWE.
Everyday in class learning being taught speaking the
language.
Being around the learning language system at the
MTC and being totally surrounded by Spanish.
I can pay attention longer in class.
I learned how to do it. Before I didn't really know how
to go about learning another language.
Working harder and also thinking it through. A lot
after you had someone explain ASWE to us like in the
8th week! But now I use it.
The spirit.
Because the Spirit is here.
Trying as hard as I can to learn and realizing that
some things were working better than others. People
telling me to be aware has helped.
Coming in and telling us that they're 100's of
strategies to do something.
Teachers and their different styles of teaching.
_._
—

The TALL program.
A realization that I am going to mess up. I find that I
can relax and be more comfortable. Stdying the
vocab and words I write down that I use during the
day has been a big help.
—

Trial and error.
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PY
PY

PY

PY
DY

PN
DY
DY
DY
PY
DY
DY

PY
PY
DY

DY
PY
PY
DY
PN
PY

Experimental Group (cntd.)
Practicing.
First, 1 attribute this change because each week 1
learned more and more, so the training became
easier. Second, 1 was consciously aware that if 1
wasn't really getting some stuff it was because 1
wasn't paying close enough attention in the first
place, and then 1 would review and review until 1 had
it, and then used it in my speech.
Just keep plugging at the different programs in the
computer, like tasks, grammar, vocab, etc. 1 really
don't go into LLS unless the computer accidentally
sends me there.
The spirit and faith in God for help.
Speaking the language all the time; having tea chers
speak only Spanish; practicing the language,
reviewing what 1 have learned constantly;
implementing new vocabulary in my speech everyday
that 1 learned the day before.
___

The spirit and advice fro teachers, parents, friends,
and others.
By trying different strategies in the computers and
also in personal study outside of the class.
1 attribute this to my teachers and the different
methods that 1 have seen my fellow elders using.
If 1 see that something isn't working it is good to
change it to something that will help you.
1 just paid attention in class and just tried memorizing.
Well the fact that 1 had to try something to try and
learn the language because what was given was
helpful but 1 needed to do more.
1 pay attention to how I'm learning, and what I'm
doing that works best.
The use of the computers and you guys always
talking to us about it.
The analyzing steps that we used. If you feel it's not
working, it probably isn't. Experimentation leads to
more effective ways.
1 can see a very big change and in the way 1 think and
how to learn.
The language seems to be coming a lot easier.
Mis maestros, buen ejemplos.
Experience, practice, speaking, algo asi.
—

The need to learn the language.

Control Group
ID

Response
DY
DY

PN
DY
PY
PN
DY
DY
DY
PY
PY
DY
—

PY
DY
PY

PY

DY

PY
DY

"If yes, what do you attribute this change to?"
Prayer with a strong determination of not to quit.
1 have the desire to work harder than ever because
now is when 1 am closest to my Heavenly Father and
1 am participating in a great work. That is a great
motivator to me.
—

Stressing of learning Spanish by the teachers.
. „

...

1 desire to learn the language.
More dedication and thinking about it more.
No se.
Trying different ways and seeing what helps the most.
The different teaching styles of my teachers. Some
teach better for me than others.
Repetition is the key!!
—

Leaving soon and knowing that my Spanish is bad.
My teachers were great. 1 didn't know any Spanish
when 1 got here. They helped me a lot.
To speak it ALL THE TIME. When you learn new
phrases, vocab, or grammar principles, use them as
often as possible. If you have a question...ask it!
Don't wait until you are the only one in class who
doesn't understand.
1 used to just try and remember the words through
repetition. Now 1 go to the discussions on the
computer and try and figure out the sentencestructure and then try and recognize the words.
Being able to listen to the voices on the computer has
helped a lot cuz you have to concentrate so hard to
pick things out. Listening and putting words together
has helped my awareness of learning a lot.
1 want to speak Spanish the best 1 can to serve the
Lord. 1 have the desire to learn more and better, so
the Lord has helped me to recognize how 1 personally
learn best.
The SYL program—it's always there, even if you're
not in class.
Trial and error. When something didn't work, 1 would
come up with a better way of doing it. When new
techniques worked 1 would keep using them.
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Control Group (cntd.)
DY
DY

PY

DY

DY
DY
DY
PN
DY
PY
DY
DY

PY
DY

DY
DY

DY
DY

DY

Seeing other people get it and not me, so 1 started
trying all different ways 'til 1 found one that worked.
1 would attribute it to the TRC.that was a time that 1
could go in and really know what 1 had learned and
what 1 needed to work on, what strategies were
working, and which ones weren't.
My teachers. 1 realized it is a bit different than school.
1 wasn't just trying to pass tests. My teachers helped
me to realize that listening to native speakers is
something that ca really help.
1 started off learning only the words and principles
they gave to us in class, but 1 am doing more than
that by trying to make free time in the lab and
memorizing words in the dorm.
Hard work and lots of faith.
Asking teacher for more help the before.
Hablar su idioma
—

My view on learning the language.
Our teachers have been fantastic. Having individual
help and interviews has been really helpful.
Time. Learning how 1 learn.
Suggestions from teachers, as well as just noticing
and evaluating what works best for me, and where
my time and practice is spent most effectively.
1 think more about what I'm saying, and by watching
others.
SYL. Learning it all day and the different methods
they use at the MTC. Plus 1 realize how important it
is for me to learn the language.
1 have found that 1 need to review what 1 learn soon
after 1 learn it and then use in is HSI.
Because 1 try to think of ways to better my strategies.
1 now know more of my strengths and weaknesses. 1
have a better knowledge of what is more likely to
work or help me out. I'm more aware of my learning
process and what 1 need.
Becoming familiar with learning a language because
it is a new thing for me.
1 look back at the things 1 thought were helpful and
they are not as helpful as 1 thought they were. The
things 1 do now are a lot more helpful.
The fact that you are really persuaded or almost
forced to learn the language because you will have to
teach real people using it.
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DY
PY

DY
PY

PY

PY

PY
DY

PN
PY
DY
DY
DY
PN
PY
PY
PY
DY
DY

PY
DN
PY
DY

Control Group (cntd.)
Being humbled and listening to the spirit and then
acting on God's will.
Just the experience of learning language and
experiencing what works better for me and what
doesn't.
The opportunity to learn a language—and seeing how
1 respond to it showed me a lot.
Over a period of time you can see your progress
more. Also, some things you'd never done before
become better than when you first started.
The fact that 1 can understand better now and say
what 1 need to. 1 think also because we are reminded
of it and use it quite a bit.
1 spend more time on the language, not only speaking
it but studying it, writing it and understanding as much
of it as possible.
When 1 speak it, 1 can tell 1 learn it better.
Definitely yes because when you first start, it is hard
to see what works for you, until you have tried a few
techniques and give it sufficient time to see results. 1
feel that using the computers with a mix of teachers is
best for me. 1 think for me, using a few different
sources of learning in different atmospheres helps me
the most.
___

The teachers.
Our teacher, and the lab, and a lot of studying the
language. HSI has helped a lot too.
1 try to understand what 1 am memorizing in
Spanish...rather than just memorizing.
Speaking HSI siempre, la computadora, reposo
tambien.
—

Studying my butt off, prayer, the Spirit.
1 have been here for a little while.
Practice.
The help of the Lord.
Repetition and practice, a need to find a good
strategy and maximize my effectiveness, fine focus in
learning the language. 1 have to think about learning
the language, because that's what we do here.
The intense language shock and a good work ethic.
___

Experience.
A lot of time.
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DY
PY
PY
DY

DN
DY
DY
PY
DY

DY
PN
DY
DY
PY
PN
PY
PN
PY
DY

PN
DY
DY
DY
PY
PY
PY
PY
DY
PN
PY
PY

Control Group (cntd.)
Siendo un missioner,me ayuda y mucho repetisma.
I've learned how to apply myself more to the work.
Just that the computer has helped me the best in
vocab and listening comprehension.
By having a great desire to learn the language. 1 am
constantly looking for quicker and more efficient ways
to learn.
—

1 learn better and the most when learning one-on-one.
By learning my notes everyday and praying.
Counsel from my excellent teachers! 44-E teachers!
Clegg, Papa, McConkie
Help from God through prayer. Help from our
wonderful teachers that continue to push us.
Hermanos Clegg, Papa, McConkie.
The teachers helping us out and monitoring. Prayer
hasn't hurt as well I'm sure.
Not taking surveys!
I've just seen my improvement and know that the way
1 learned was way different than in school.
The computers and the way we interact with the
teachers.
—
...

Trial and error.
—

SYL
Teachers who take time to talk with me and get to
know me and my learning strategies an help me
realize how 1 learn.
—

Speak my language more than 1 did.
Don't focus on the language.
Teacher talk in Spanish.
The Spirit.
The necessity to learn, and making sure that you
accomplish the goals.
HSI and journal entries.
Having the teachers speak Spanish all the time.
The spirit.
...

1 had to come to accept that Spanish is not English
and when 1 did it changed a lot.
Using different techniques to help me learn.
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PY
PN
PN
DY

PY
PN
DY
DY
DY
DY
PY

Control Group (cntd.)
The spirit.
—
—

There has been many classes in which I've been able
to realize what methods to use and how 1 can learn
the best.
1 didn't really understand Spanish. Now 1 do.
—

It is important to study the language.
Being focused—trying my hardest and knowing 1 can't
fail if 1 give it all I've got.
Constantly hearing the language and doing activities
in the language.
You know what works and what doesn't.
SYL, and lab
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Sample Responses to Open-ended Response on LLSQ
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APPENDIX J
Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire
Response to item # 72: "What is the single activity or strategy that has been most helpful
to you in learning your mission language?"

ID

Experimental Group
Response
Speaking all the time other than in the classroom
As 1 speak the language 1 learn the language. 1 think in the
language more.
Memorizing the discussions has been the most helpful thing in
enabling me to learn the language.
1 think being able to hold a slow and easy conversation. Also
reading aloud.
Practicing the language by talking as much as possible to others,
then incorporating new words and vocabulary as 1 go along.
Relating it to a language 1 already know that is similar
Simply talking with the others in class or anywhere and actually
speaking the language as much as possible
Looking for similar words in English
Listening to teachers talk in Spanish
1 have learned my mission language most from sitting in a
peaceful place free from distractions, like outside on a bench or
on my bed where I'm relaxed. 1 then start memorizing things in
my mission language, remembering what they mean in my native
language. That way 1 can speak and understand my mission
language.
1 say the sentences over and over out loud, but before that 1
make sure 1 understand what I'm saying
1 learn the most when using the SYL program. By always
talking, it forces me to learn
Implementing the language in non-meaningful conversation
within the classroom
Speaking the language on my own time, in my own words, and
hearing native speakers helps. Memorizing the discussions
helps, too, for grammar patterns
Listening to teachers and writing new words down
The thing that has most helped is just repeating words 1 learn
and that I've written down. Also, the computer has been very
helpful!
Repeating words or phrases many times
Vocab is probably the best. 1 could speak well if 1 knew what the
word I'm trying to say translates to in Spanish
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Experimental Group (cont.)
Response
1 always try to think, read, write and speak in my language
Time to look at what was aiven to me that dav so 1 could review it
a couple more times before more is given to me
The most effective activity has been using as much of the
language as possible whenever 1 can
Trying to speak it frequently and listen to what other people are
saying in the language
Talking and teaching my fellow missionaries in the district
Recently it has been the grammar a lot on the computer with
learning it with the teacher.
1 sometimes sing songs that 1 listened to before my mission, but 1
change the English words into Spanish. It sounds really funny,
but 1 enjoy it.
Probably the thing that has helped me the most is attitude. 1 like
to see the humorous side of it. Also, 1 do everything 1 can to
relax in conversation. 1 am not afraid to mess up and learn the
hard way. But mostly it comes down to attitude—like most things
in life right? 1 just don't stress out about it. 1 have faith that it will
come sooner or later. It's worked areat so far!
Just staying focused and studying the language and being the
best 1 can be.
Write words or rules on paper. Then put them where you're
most likely to be.
Thinking, or at least trying to think in my mission language has
helped me the most because it makes me always practice (in my
mind).
When we are taught the conjugations and then go back and
review, and put them into practice.
The most helpful has probably been the computer. It really helps
me especially with the vocab. 1 learn a lot of vocab a lot faster
when 1 do it on the computer.
Converting English phrases 1 use into Spanish. Por ejemplo:
Mis notas, mi diaria, canciones, poemas, esto.
1 pray for help with faith. 1 never thought about strategies for
learning before you all came and told us about it. 1 think you all
should, from the beginning, make sure we all really understand
ASWE. It will help us the rest of our lives!
LLS has helped me focus on some goals and start working hard.
ASWE, after one of the guys explained it, is awesome for setting
goals. 1 also pray a lot for help and it seems to be working.
Thanks.

ID

Control Group
Response
Asking questions of things 1 hear my instructor say, but don't
understand
Trying to speak as much of the language as possible all of the
time
One on one interaction and conversation with my teachers where
1 can try and talk to them in the language and they can correct
and tell me how to say different phrases
Using it in everyday speech, as well as presenting the charlas,
has been the most helpful to me in learning my mission language
The most effective thing for me has been the computer lab; it has
helped me learn a lot very quickly
Reading the sentence aloud and backwards. It helps me identify
the words better in relationship to where they go.
My fellow district members working together with my companion,
my roommates, and my district has helped me to remember
more
Reading and remembering words, then applying them in speech,
prayer, and thought
Taking notes in class and then using them on each other.
Hearing only Spanish from my teachers
The computer and the one-on-one interviews have been the
most helpful to me.
-computer helps with vocab and grammar
--interviews help me to think and to talk in Spanish
Hearing people speak the language
The most important thing is 1 try to be humorous and have a
good time with it. 11 hours of class is a long time to be studying
one thing, so I need something to break it up.
Trying to speak the language outside of class and in class with
other students; looking up words or asking teachers when I need
help
Acknowledging that I have no chance and sincerely praying for
help. When I start to think that I might be able to do it on my
own, my progress slows dramatically.
Teachers giving outline of entire lesson, then give it, afterward
review the outline briefly
I think that it is being able to be immersed in it so quickly and you
have to rely on the Lord or you won't progress. All Spanish all
the time has been most beneficial to me.
Vocabulary card(s)
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Control Group (cont.)
Response
Well, so far it has been really hard. I have tried to just read and
memorize a sentence, and it wasn't going too good. So I started
getting up at 5-5:30 to study them by writing everything. But
yesterday I bought a tape recorder so I will have someone record
their voice on it and hopefully that will help me better.
Speaking my language
Speaking the language first, then if I have to, ask what the word
is in English
It helps me in pronunciation when we repeat after our teacher
the new vocabulary off the screen. It also gets us up!!
The computer lab
Keep trying
Having my teachers/people around speak only in that language.
It makes it hard, but I learn so much more, and think it so much
better if they have spoken it to me all day.
Learning new phrases and using them frequently in my everyday
conversations
Looking at the vocabulary words constantly has seemed to help
me the most
Using the lab and interacting with the class, not repeating the
teacher
Just hearing it spoken out loud
Seeing it translated in English so I can remember the word in
Spanish. (This has been helpful with memorizing the
discussions.)
Practicing different circumstances for presenting a message
To learn a word I simply repeat it aloud to myself till it clicks in
my brain
Taking the time presented and honestly applying myself. When I
truly try my hardest then I learn more
Classroom discussions, role plays, hearing the others' ways of
talking
By having an entire district speak in the mission language a
person has to learn. It is important to ask questions. So the top
3 things: 1) say what you know; 2) Pray for the Lord's help; 3) Do
not get discouraged
Refusing to speak English es bueno.
Probably the Spirit; going to the temple, it got me focused more
on the discussions and language
The TALL program
Being able to get away from the class with my companion and
study
The thing that has helped me the most is just listening to my
teachers and trying to figure out what they are saying.

